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The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable
GEORGE ALLEN, a Senator from the
State of Virginia.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer:

Trust in the Lord with all your heart,
and lean not on your own understanding;
in all your ways acknowledge Him, and
He will direct your paths.—Proverbs
3:5,6.

Gracious God, we put our trust in
You. We resist the human tendency to
lean on our own understanding; we ac-
knowledge our need for Your wisdom in
our search for solutions all of us can
support. As an intentional act of will,
we commit to You everything we
think, say, and do today. Direct our
paths as we give precedence to patriot-
ism over party and loyalty to You over
anything or anyone else. We need You,
Father. Strengthen each one of us and
strengthen our oneness. In the name of
our Lord. Amen.

———————

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable GEORGE ALLEN led the
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore (Mr. THURMOND).

The legislative clerk read the fol-
lowing letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, February 27, 2001.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,

of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby

Senate

appoint the Honorable GEORGE ALLEN, a Sen-
ator from the State of Virginia, to perform
the duties of the Chair.
STROM THURMOND,
President pro tempore.
Mr. ALLEN thereupon assumed the
chair as Acting President pro tempore.
————

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.

MORNING BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there
will now be a period for the transaction
of morning business, with Senators
permitted to speak up to 10 minutes
each. Under the previous order, the
time until 11 a.m. shall be under the
control of the Senator from Wyoming,
Mr. THOMAS, or his designee.

———

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The acting majority leader, the
Senator from Wyoming, is recognized.

——
SCHEDULE

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, on be-
half of the leader, the Senate will be in
a period of morning business through-
out the day. At 12:30, the Senate will
recess for weekly party conferences to
meet. When the Senate reconvenes at
2:15, there will be an additional period
of morning business to allow Senators
to introduce legislation and to make
statements.

By previous consent, when the Sen-
ate completes its business this after-
noon, it will recess until 8:30 tonight.
Senators are reminded to be in the
Senate Chamber by 8:30 to proceed as a
body at 8:40 this evening to the Hall of
the House of Representatives for the
President’s address.

THE BUDGET

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, one of
the most important things we do in the
Senate throughout the year is to put
together a budget. The budget, of
course, on its face, is how we spend the
money. However, it is much more than
that. It sets the priorities of the Sen-
ate and the Congress and the Govern-
ment, what the Government will do
throughout the year, by adjudicating
and allocating these expenditures to
certain areas.

In addition, of course, it has to do
with the broader issue of what size
Government we have, what is the role
of the Government, and what is the
role of the Federal Government vis-a-
vis other governments. So it is one of
the most important documents and one
of the most important activities we en-
gage in during the entire year.

The President this evening will lay
forth his priorities for budgeting,
which, of course, will be very impor-
tant. He will set out the expenditure
level for this country. These things all
become very important. We are going
to hear more about it today.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Utah, Mr. BEN-
NETT.

————
THE PRESIDENT’S ADDRESS

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, to-
night we will hear from President Bush
as he presents the budget. I remember
when I first came to this town as a
very young man back in the 1960s, one
of my wise mentors commented that
every President enjoys a honeymoon,
and it lasts until he offers his first
budget. Once we get down to the
money, the platitudes stop; that is
when the honeymoon ends.

I suppose tonight we will see the end
of whatever honeymoon President Bush
is experiencing as people begin to dis-
agree with his priorities with respect
to the money. That is as it should be.
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We should get away from the general-
ities and, frankly, the hyperbole of the
political campaign and down to the re-
alities of governing as quickly as pos-
sible.

I can’t help but think back over my
first experience as a Member of this
body some 8 years ago when President
Clinton presented his first budget. I
was a brand-new Member of the minor-
ity. I had gone through the campaign
with President Clinton. He and I had
both campaigned on the same thing:
Change. He, of course, wanted to
change the Presidency; I wanted to
change the Congress. He succeeded; I
didn’t. But I at least got elected back
into a Congress where the Republicans
were very much in the minority.

In his campaign, President Clinton
promised a middle-class tax cut. But
when he stood before America on that
first occasion and presented his first
budget, he said things were so much
different once he had gotten into the
Presidency than he had thought they
were when he was running for the Pres-
idency he had to not only rescind his
call for a tax cut but ask for a tax in-
crease.

One of the things I am looking for-
ward to tonight is that President
George W. Bush will not change from
the position he took in the campaign.
He promised he would campaign for a
tax cut, for tax relief, and I understand
tonight he will, in fact, propose that on
which he campaigned—tax relief.

He will propose a number of other
things. We will go down them in the
standard checklist, laundry list fashion
of politicians, and say that is too much
for this, that is not enough for that, we
are in favor of this, but we want to
amend that. And we will go down it as
if this is a checklist that is cast in
bronze. We will fight over the details.

Again, I have learned that is what
goes on around here. In fact, however,
if we can step back from that process
for a minute, we should realize the
economy is not a checklist. The econ-
omy is a constantly shifting, con-
stantly changing series of literally mil-
lions of priorities on the part of indi-
viduals. Individuals change jobs; indi-
viduals graduate from college; individ-
uals start businesses; individuals see
their businesses fail. Sometimes large
corporations see their businesses fail.
The best projections come to some-
times unpleasant surprises.

Look, for example, at what was billed
as the largest merger in the history of
the automotive industry, Daimler and
Chrysler. Daimler, the organization
from Germany, thought they were buy-
ing the crown jewel of the American
automobile industry in Chrysler, the
most profitable of the big three in
America, only to discover a few years
later their projections had gone awry
and they were facing mountains of red
ink. Now they are scrambling to
change.

We are looking at the best projec-
tions we can find with respect to what
will happen in the American economy
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over the next 10 years, and we are set-
ting down some priorities as to how we
will respond if, indeed, those projec-
tions come to pass. I make here a very
bold prediction: The projections we
have before us for the next 10 years will
not be accurate.

That is a very far limb I am going
out on, I realize, but I feel confident
with that. I will be even more specific:
They will either be too good or too bad.
We have never had the experience of
any Federal agency making projections
over the coming years with anything
like the pinpoint accuracy we presume
when we debate budgets around here.
We stand here and we say this is so
many billion too high for this and so
many billion too low, and so on. Then
reality comes in, and we are always
stunned that it is different from our
projections.

When I first came here 8 years ago
and debated President Clinton’s first
projections, we were being told with
absolute certainty that we were facing
budget deficits as far as the eye could
see and we had to have this tax in-
crease to deal with these overwhelming
deficits. Now we are being told we are
facing budget surpluses that will go on
as far as the eye can see into the tril-
lions of dollars.

I happen to think we will, indeed, see
surpluses but they will not be in the
exact order of magnitude that our cur-
rent projections say they will. They
will be, I say with great confidence, ei-
ther higher or lower. It is similar to
the question someone asked of, I be-
lieve it was J.P. Morgan, when they
said, “What will the stock market do
today?”’ thinking he was the greatest
expert on the stock market. He looked
at his questioner with great sagacity,
and he said: ‘It will fluctuate.”

What will the economy do? It will
grow or it will shrink, and it will do so
in a pattern that is virtually impos-
sible to estimate with the exactness
that we get budget figures. To say the
total surplus over the next 10 years
will be exactly $5.6 trillion is an exer-
cise in guessing—creative guessing,
educated guessing, well-researched
guessing, but it is still guessing.

So as we get into the budget Presi-
dent Bush will give us, and as we go
through the necessary exercise of
adopting exact numbers, let us recog-
nize that this is an exercise we go
through every year. Every year we ad-
just the budget, every year we adjust
our guesses, every year we try to do a
little better than we did the year be-
fore, and every year we have a year’s
more hard data behind us that we hope
will help guide us where we are going
in the future.

We now know, for example, when
President Clinton said we were in a se-
rious recession as we were adopting the
budget in 1993, if we look back at the
economic data, the recession in fact
ended in 1991. It still felt like a reces-
sion, but we were, in fact, not in one. I
think we took some steps that, in ret-
rospect, we probably should not have
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taken on the basis of what things
seemed to be rather than on the basis
of what things were.

All right, having said that, let me
comment on what I see in President
George W. Bush’s budget. He is setting
out his priorities. I think that is what
we should focus on: What are the prior-
ities that this President hopes this
Congress will adopt as we look to the
future.

My own guess of the future surplus is
that it is going to be better, in terms of
Federal income, than $5.6 trillion. I
think the $5.6 trillion number which
has been adopted as the best summary
of the various estimates is probably
low. If I were the CEO of a business
looking at this kind of forecast, I
would say let’s get fairly aggressive at
trying to grow the business, let’s get
fairly aggressive at taking those steps
that will prepare us for the prosperity
that we think lies ahead.

I think there are those who say: No,
no, the $5.6 trillion number is too high;
let us get very conservative; let us get
very restrictive with what we do with
the money in this budget. My own gut
tells me that is the way to make sure
we do not hit the $56.6 trillion, that we
constrict the growth, and we see to it
that this economy gets less rather than
more in the future.

But these are the President’s prior-
ities as I understand them. Let me just
list them and then talk about whether
or not it is a good set of priorities. His
first priority has to do with improving
our educational system. I think our
educational system since the demise of
the Soviet Union has become the No. 1
survival issue for the United States. If
we do not get our educational system
geared to the needs of the future, we
will pay a huge price in the future. So
his priority of improving education
strikes me as the right budgetary pri-
ority, the thing that should be first.

Next is protecting Social Security.
That has become the Holy Grail of
American politics. Every politician
says he wants to protect Social Secu-
rity. It is to be expected that President
Bush will put it right next to edu-
cation.

Next, preserve Medicare. I have a lit-
tle bit of a reaction to that language,
“preserve Medicare,”” because I have
found that everybody who deals with
Medicare in its present structure hates
it. Oh, they don’t hate the idea of hav-
ing money to deal with their health
care problem, but the structure is abso-
lutely devastating. Yes, from a budg-
etary standpoint I think what the
President is going to propose is wise.
But I hope as we go through that proc-
ess we can start talking about chang-
ing Medicare so human beings can un-
derstand it.

Just a quick vignette: I have a con-
stituent who came to me and she said:
I am a very intelligent person, I think.
I am a college graduate, and I have a
professional life. I take care of my
mother’s medical problems, and my
mother is on Medicare.
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She said: I am totally defeated by the
paper that comes through the mail to
me with respect to mother’s Medicare,
and I finally adopted this strategy. I
throw everything away, and once a
month I call the Salt Lake Clinic
where my mother is being treated and
I say, ‘“How much money do I owe
you?”’ And they give me a number, and
I write them a check.

She said that is the only way she can
deal with the complexities that come
out of Medicare.

A much younger man who came to
me when we were out in our home
States celebrating Presidents Day said:
My father just went on Medicare. I had
no idea how disastrously complicated
that really is and how far short of real-
ly meeting his needs it is.

So let’s not get carried away in the
political rhetoric of preserving Medi-
care to think that the Medicare system
as it is currently running makes any
sense at all. Let us understand that if
we are going to fund Medicare—and
President Bush recommends that we
do—we have the responsibility to do
some fairly heavy lifting between now
and the time that funding comes along,
to examine the way Medicare is run.

I hope Secretary Thompson, as the
new Secretary of HHS, will take a long,
hard look at HCFA and say what can be
done to make the Medicare accounting
process and examination of claims
process intelligible to human beings
because it is clearly not that at the
moment.

All right: Education, Social Security,
Medicare—defense. One of the things
we have seen over the last 8 years has
been what used to be called the peace
dividend. Ever since Ronald Reagan
and George Bush’s father, Bush the 1st,
or Bush the 4lst—whatever shorthand
title we wish to put on him—ended the
cold war and the Soviet Union dis-
appeared, we have seen the defense
budget as a percentage of gross domes-
tic product decrease dramatically. We
should see that happen. That is the
peace dividend we should hope for.

When President Clinton used to stand
and say this is the smallest Govern-
ment in a generation, basically he was
talking about the Defense Department.
All of the shrinking of civilian jobs in
the Government, of which he was so
proud, occurred primarily in the De-
fense Department. We got to the point
where we went a little too far with
that. Our defense budget is now a
smaller percentage of the gross domes-
tic product than it was prior to World
War II.

It is back to the 1939-1940 level. It is
beginning to show. We do not need the
kind of defense we needed during the
cold war, but we need a defense that
can deter anyone who would like to
take us to world war III. It is appro-
priate that President Bush has listed
that as his next priority.

Improving health care. I have already
talked about improvements I would
like to see in Medicare. President Bush
recognizes that this is an area where
we need to spend more, not less.
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Interestingly, many Republicans say
any kind of government expenditure is
bad. They want to cut anything. And
any budget cut that comes along, they
immediately clear. This is an area
where we should not be cutting because
it is an investment that will, indeed,
pay huge dividends in the future. I am
delighted, as one who has supported
doubling the funding for NIH and other
basic research in health care, to note
that President Bush is going to double
the funding for medical research on
such important health issues as cancer.
I look forward to the country reaping
the benefits of that kind of investment.

The fact that President Bush can
talk about that kind of an increase
even as he is talking about presiding
over a smaller government dem-
onstrates that this is a man who has
his priorities straight. This has been a
Republican initiative right from the
first. It started with Senator Connie
Mack of Florida who has had personal
experience with the ravages of cancer.
He didn’t just have a knee-jerk re-
sponse to those experiences but began
to look into what was being done at
the National Institutes of Health and
the National Cancer Institute, and
came back to the rest of us and said
this is good, sound investment.

Hearings were held. Testimony was
taken. We Republicans led the way on
seeing to it that basic health research
would be increased very substantially
in this country because we recognized
the dividends that would pass.

I am delighted to note that President
Bush is going to carry on that Repub-
lican initiative that began on the floor
of this Senate with Senator Mack from
Florida and is proposing this kind of an
increase for NIH medical research.

Next, the environment. We hear an
enormous amount of conversation
about the environment. We must cut
back on this; we must do that, and so
on. Frankly, if you dig into it, from my
point of view, much of it is based on
what is being called junk science.

Junk science, to summarize it very
quickly, is that science that is pro-
duced and then taken to the media
rather than for peer review. Scientists
come to a conclusion and then call a
press conference rather than turning to
other scientists to say where they went
wrong. Once the media has hold of it
and has spread it, then there is no call-
ing it back. Then it gets set into the
public mind, and the public culture is
absolute truth. Those who try to catch
up with it after the fact always have
difficulty. We have seen examples of
that. One that rankled the agricultural
field was the excitement over the alar
scare where film stars suddenly became
scientists and testified before the Con-
gress about all of the apples being
tainted. Checking into it carefully and
doing peer review indicated that, in
fact, alar was not going to poison every
man, woman, and child in the United
States. But the scare had a tremendous
impact on apple growers. Frankly, par-
ents wanted kids to eat more apples.
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And it has taken a long time for the re-
ality to catch up with that kind of
junk science.

When we are talking about the envi-
ronment, let’s not talk about junk
science. Let’s talk about some signifi-
cant investments in the environment
that make sense.

President Bush is proposing fully
funding the Land and Water Conserva-
tion Fund, which is a $900 million com-
mitment, and he is giving EPA the sec-
ond highest operating budget in its his-
tory which, for whatever it is worth,
happens to be $59 million higher than
the request from President Clinton.

I am not at all impressed with the
idea that we must spend more than
President Clinton in a certain area.
But since there are those in the media
who think President Clinton was the
example of how you fund efforts on the
environment, I think it is important to
point out that George W. Bush is not
cutting back on that kind of commit-
ment.

Those are his priorities. Identify
first; then the standard, Social Secu-
rity and Medicare; a new one for the
administration, which is defense, fund-
ing for health care research, and activi-
ties to protect the environment. Those
are a pretty good series of priorities, in
my view.

But there are two others that are in
this particular budget that are dif-
ferent from what we have seen. One is
a commitment to pay off the debt.

When I first got here 8 years ago, we
were told with the same confidence
that we are being told about surpluses
how we would have deficits as far as
the eye could see. Those deficits have
disappeared. They have turned into
surpluses because the economy has—
surprise—grown faster than anybody
anticipated it would and registered
those projections, inaccurate as that.
As that is going on, we must continue
to pay down the debt. George W. Bush
said we will do that.

It comes down to this: He says: These
are my priorities; these are the prior-
ities I recommend to the Congress.
Once these priorities are fully funded,
we have this much left over. And what
do we do with the money left over? He
says we do two things: First, we pay
down the debt; second, we give what-
ever is left back to the people who have
been overcharged for the Government
services they have been buying with
their taxes.

I think that is an appropriate ar-
rangement of the money. Here is the
priority. Here is what we are going to
spend it on. Yes, we are going to be
spending more than we were spending
in the past, but we still have this much
left.

What do we do with that which we
have left? We pay our debts and we give
money back to people whom we have
overcharged. Could anything be fairer
than that? Can anything be simpler
than that? But the big fight, of course,
is going to be on the last item—giving
money back to those who have been
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overcharged. Who are they? Maybe the
people who should get the money back
shouldn’t be the people who sent it
here in the first place. Maybe the
money should not go back to the peo-
ple who were overcharged but to the
people who never shopped in the first
place.

That would be the conversation we
would have if this were a business. Of
course, it wouldn’t be cast in those
terms because this is not a business.
This is a government. As a government
in a democracy, this means there are
votes to be courted. There are special
interest groups to be satisfied. When
we get back to that area of money to
be given back to those who have been
overcharged, that is where the heat
will come. That is where the rhetoric
will come. That is where the shouting
will come. That is where we will have
our most bitter debates.

I, for one, am encouraged by the fact
that the heart of President Bush’s tax
plan is the reduction of the marginal
rate. This is why.

First, there is the question of fair-
ness. Should anybody be required to
pay more than a third of his or her in-
come to the Federal Government? If
you take a poll—there are those who
live by polls in this Chamber—and ask
the American people what should be
the highest total anybody should pay,
over the years the numbers have
stayed pretty stable. It is 25 percent.
Most Americans think no one should be
forced to pay more than 25 percent of
his or her income into the Federal Gov-
ernment. We are now close to 40. Presi-
dent Bush is saying no. Let’s bring that
number back to a third. Let’s bring
that number back to 33. I don’t think
that is unreasonable. I think it fits
with where the American people think
we ought to be.

The second reason why I think we
ought to bring down the top rate from
roughly 40 to a third is because I recog-
nize that it is in that area that the
American entrepreneurial machine
takes hold. Look at our counterparts
in Europe. Japan: I have owned a busi-
ness in Japan. I have been involved in
a joint venture with companies in Eu-
rope. I know that in those countries
they have many of the things we have.
You think they are almost identical.
They have big corporations. They have
hard-working people. They have a well-
educated workforce. The one thing
they don’t have that is almost unique-
ly American, with perhaps the excep-
tion of Hong Kong, is they do not have
the entrepreneurial spirit. And where
do the entrepreneurs fund their busi-
nesses? They fund their businesses—the
growth, the new jobs, the new cre-
ation—at the edge of the marginal tax
rate.

If you bring the top marginal tax
rate down from 40 percent to 33 per-
cent, you are going to see a whole host
of new industries, new enterprises, and
new activities spring up that will make
it possible for the higher end of the
projection of what will happen in the
economy come to pass.
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Mr. President, that is a brief over-
view of the President’s proposal. I look
forward to hearing him flesh it out to-
night in his presentation to the joint
session of Congress. I express my de-
light that we are going to hear this
President stand true to the things he
said during the campaign. It will be a
refreshing change.

With that, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
THOMAS). The Senator from Texas.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
thank my colleague from Utah for his
remarks about the budget.

I have had some White House brief-
ings on what would be in the Presi-
dent’s budget. It is so refreshing to see
a President, who made promises, and
tonight is going to unveil his plans to
keep the promises he made to the
American people.

I, as one Member of the Senate, am
certainly going to try to help the
President keep those promises because
I, too, made those promises to the
American people because I believe we
can treat this budget as any family in
America treats their household budget;
that is, we can make priorities. We can
decide what we want to spend more
money to do, what we want to spend
less money to do, and where our prior-
ities are going to be for saving our own
money. That is the theory behind the
President’s budget.

He is basically saying: We are going
to cover our priorities. We are going to
increase spending in the priority areas.
We are going to flat line the areas that
are not priorities or areas where the
project is complete. And we are going
to have more of our own money back in
our pocketbooks. At the same time,
the President is going to pay down the
debt at the greatest rate that we can
pay it down. I think that is a balanced
approach.

Let’s talk about some of the prior-
ities. One that I am very pleased the
President is going to put forward is the
No. 1 priority, which is education. Pub-
lic education is the foundation of our
country. It is what makes us different
from most other countries in the
world; and that is we want public edu-
cation to give every child the chance to
reach his or her full potential; that
they can go to public schools all their
life, and they will have a great edu-
cation that will allow them to do what-
ever they want to do in life. That is the
American way. We have fallen behind
in that dream. The President wants
that dream to come back. And Con-
gress is going to support him. We are
going to make sure every child can
reach his or her full potential in this
country with a public education.

So we are going to target those funds
so that when the local school district
wants to do creative things—wants to
have teacher incentives, wants to en-
courage people to come from careers
into the classroom, or from military
retirement into the classroom—we will
allow that alternative certification to
bring that person in to give language
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or math or science that is not able to
be offered in that school unless we do
some creative recruiting.

Those are the kinds of things that we
want to foster with the Federal funds.
We want the decisions to be made at
the local level. We want goals to make
sure every child can read by the third
grade because we know if a child can-
not read in the third grade, they are
going to start falling behind. Of course,
they are not going to be able to pass al-
gebra if they do not have the basic
reading skills. So we take one step at a
time. And we start with the basics.
That is what the goals will be.

Secondly, tonight our President is
going to call for prescription drug ben-
efits and options under Medicare. That
is very important. Fifteen years ago,
people would have had to go in the hos-
pital; they would have to have major
surgery to treat an illness. Today, that
can be done with drugs. And, yes, those
prescription drugs are expensive. So we
need to make sure we are covering
those drug costs and giving people the
options to be able to afford the drugs
they need to stay healthy, while at the
same time having their other living ex-
penses be covered.

So we want to have a prescription
drug option in Medicare. We want to
have benefits for those who cannot af-
ford it. That is going to be a priority in
the President’s budget.

We are going to keep national de-
fense as our highest priority. We are
going to make sure our military is
strong and ready. I have visited our
troops in the field all over the world. I
know morale has been low. We have
not focused enough on our national de-
fense and the people who are serving in
our military. So we are going to have
pay raises, we are going to upgrade the
health care for our military personnel
and their families, and we are going to
make sure they have quality housing.

Just last week, in Texas, I was at
Fort Sam Houston and I walked
through housing where the paint was
peeling. That is not acceptable. We are
not going to have that for our military
personnel. We are going to give them
good, quality housing and health care.
We are going to make sure their chil-
dren have quality education, especially
on the bases that have school districts
within the bases. We are going to step
up to the plate to make sure we are
doing what is necessary to give our
young people, who are the dependents
of military personnel, a quality public
education.

So we are going to do those things to
upgrade our military. And we are going
to make sure we have the quality
equipment and the training to give
these people who are pledging their
lives for our freedom the chance to do
their jobs, and to do it right. We are
going to support our military.

These are areas where we are going
to increase spending.

I believe Congress will support Presi-
dent Bush’s initiatives in the budget.

Also, another priority we have not
talked very much about is a rainy day
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fund. President Bush is going to put in
place a rainy day fund. Some people
are concerned that maybe our economy
will go soft. We do not want to get into
a deficit again. So he is going to sug-
gest we have a rainy day fund. And I
am going to support him all the way. I
will introduce legislation to make sure
we have a rainy day fund, just like
every home in America will have if
they have a quality budget in their
homes—a rainy day fund for emer-
gencies.

So those are the priorities we will
have in our budget. But it is no less of
a priority that we also pay down the
debt and that we have more money for
taxpayers in their own pocketbooks be-
cause they are sending too much to
Washington in income taxes.

It is very important that people be
able to keep more of the money they
earn because people are paying higher
taxes than they have ever paid in
peacetime. We need to give them some
relief, particularly because the econ-
omy is a little soft right now. We want
people to have the confidence they can
spend their money.

But we also want them to be able to
save some of their money. So we are
going to have a balanced plan that will
pay down the debt and will give tax re-
lief for hard-working Americans—for
every hard-working American. We are
going to have priority spending, and we
are going to do what every household
in America will do; that is, provide for
the priorities in our budget and not
spend more in the areas where we do
not need to spend more and target
those areas where we know we are
going to have to do a better job than
we have been doing in national defense,
in education, in prescription drug op-
tions. Those are the things we will
focus on in this budget.

I am so pleased our President is
showing the leadership we have needed
in this country to go in the right direc-
tion for responsible stewardship of our
taxpayer dollars.

Mr. President, I thank you and look
forward to introducing the legislation
and working with others who have al-
ready introduced legislation to accom-
plish the goals that will be outlined to-
night by the President of the United
States.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BROWNBACK. I ask unanimous
consent to speak in morning business
for up to 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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THE PRESIDENT’S BUDGET
PROPOSAL

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I
wish to address my colleagues for a few
minutes about the budget proposal
that the President will put forward to-
night. I look forward to the proposal. I
think it is going to have a number of
priorities for the country and the di-
rection in which the country should
move. These priorities include fiscal
restraint, debt reduction, and respon-
sible tax relief. It is these three areas
that I want to address briefly today.
The President will put forward a budg-
et request that certainly has plenty of
spending in it—in my estimation, prob-
ably too much. It is a $1.9 trillion budg-
et. That is a very large proposal. It in-
cludes responsible tax relief—$1.6 tril-
lion in tax relief over a 10-year period
of time. This will set the stage for an
honest discussion of taxes and needed
tax cuts.

As colleagues know, the budget sur-
plus projected by the Congressional
Budget Office is lower than it would
have been without the increases in
spending by Congress over the past few
years.

I have a chart that points out what
happens with surpluses. We should be
saving the surplus and cutting taxes
with it, however people say: We have
all this money, let’s spend it. This is
what happened during the spending
spree in the last 6 months of last year,
which reduced the 10-year surplus by
$5661 billion alone. That happened dur-
ing a 6-month period at the end of last
year. There is an iron rule of govern-
ment that if you have money lying on
the table, it is going to be spent. We
need to pay down the debt and cut
taxes; we don’t need these sizes of
spending increases across the board.
We need increases in some areas, and
we need to cut spending in other areas.

The second point is fiscal discipline,
particularly in the area of corporate
welfare. Now is the time, as we look at
re-prioritizing—putting more money in
some areas and less in others—to ad-
dress corporate welfare and zero these
areas out, putting funds from these
areas in such places as the President
has proposed, and increasing the budg-
et for the National Institutes of
Health.

The President is proposing an in-
crease in NIH funding of $2.8 billion, or
almost 14 percent. I think this is some-
thing for which we can all be proud. It
is a basic research function. It helps us
in discovering what we can do to live
longer, healthier lives. That is very
good. Let’s take the increase in fund-
ing from places like corporate welfare
and put it into NIH without a huge
growth in the overall spending.

I am particularly heartened that the
President is looking at doing exactly
this—cutting in some areas to produce
increases in other areas. Yet, at the
same time, the President is trimming
the growth of Government spending
down to a 4-percent growth rate. This
constitutes important increases in
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funding for programs in Government
that deserve more funding, as well as
reductions in other areas of Govern-
ment that need to be reevaluated.

I want to point out two other things
because there are a number of people
saying the size of the tax cut is too big.
It is $1.6 trillion over a 10-year period.
To give the overall example of what is
taking place, here is a pie chart of the
Bush tax cut as a portion of the total
revenue during this 10-year time pe-
riod. Total revenue is $28.4 trillion; the
Bush tax cut is $1.6 trillion. The Bush
tax cut proposal is a small portion of
total revenue. In a situation where we
are overtaxing the public, we can af-
ford to do this.

What about the allocation of this
surplus that we have? Are we using
enough to pay down the debt? The an-
swer is, yes, we are. We should pay
down the debt, and we can pay down
the debt. The remaining surplus is $1.1
trillion; the Bush tax proposal is $1.6
trillion. The Social Security and Medi-
care funds set-aside are $2.9 trillion.
This is an allocation of where the over-
all surplus is going. Most of it is going
to Social Security and Medicare.

So what we need is a good, honest de-
bate about tax cuts.

A final point I want to make is about
triggers on tax cuts. Some say, well,
OK, we will do tax cuts, but if our re-
ceipts aren’t as large as projected, if
the surplus isn’t as big as it is pro-
jected to be, let’s cut the size of this
tax cut. I don’t think that is a good
idea. Tax cuts need to be firmly in
place for the community and the Na-
tion to be able to react and say: I am
going to have more confidence and
wherewithal to spend if I know the tax
cut will be here.

I don’t think triggers are a good idea.
But if triggers get put in for a smaller
tax cut—say, if our receipts are lower
than we project and we put in a trigger
to make the tax cut smaller—we
should say if the surplus is bigger than
projected, let’s have a trigger for a big-
ger tax cut. If we are going to produce
a trigger for a smaller one, let’s look at
a trigger for a bigger tax cut if receipts
are larger than currently being pro-
jected in the budget.

This is an exciting time for us in the
country as we look at the prospects of
the new President putting forward his
budget allocations. There is going to be
a lot to talk about, in a positive sense,
on fiscal restraint, debt reduction, and
tax relief—important topics for this
body and for the American public.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BROWNBACK). The Senator from Min-
nesota is recognized.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, if
there is time remaining for the major-
ity party, I won’t take their time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. I believe
there will be. The time expires at 11.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Fine.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, what is
the parliamentary status?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are in
morning business.
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The Senator from Wyoming is recog-
nized.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
would be pleased to speak for the Re-
publican Party if the Senator wants me
to.

Mr. THOMAS. If the Senator would
care to, I would be surprised but cer-
tainly happy about it.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I will follow the
Senator.

—————
THE PRESIDENT’S BUDGET

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, we are
talking about the budget this morning,
about the tax reductions that the
President will speak of this evening, I
think talking about the importance of
how the budget is arranged, how it
matches the needs of our people, of our
country. It seems to me, as I think I
mentioned before, it is one of the most
important decisions we will make, and
that is the allocation and indeed the
priorities of what our program will be
in the coming year.

I want to just talk in more general
terms perhaps about some parts of it.
First of all, I think in most everything
we do here, we ought to try to have a
vision of what it is we are seeking to
accomplish a little way down the road
and, hopefully, sometimes quite a way
down the road, 10 or 20 years. What do
we want the country to look like in 10,
20 years? What is it we want to do dur-
ing the next year? That has a great
deal of impact on what we do with fi-
nancing and with the budget.

Of course, one of the priorities has
been security and defense. I think,
clearly, it is time to take a long look
at that and make additional invest-
ments in our military and in our de-
fense.

One of the things that needs imme-
diate attention is the welfare of our
military men and women. I think all of
us have taken the occasion to visit
military bases—in some cases over-
seas—such as Warren Air Force Base in
Cheyenne, WY. Last year, I had the op-
portunity to return to the base where 1
served in the military, Quantico, VA.
The first place they took me, in terms
of their needs, was housing for the
military.

The President has indicated his de-
sire to immediately increase spending
for salaries for the military, housing,
and health care. There is no question
that ought to be one of our priorities.

Following that, there ought to be a
substantial review of our military stra-
tegic needs, because changes have
taken place in the world and changes
have taken place in military struc-
tures. That is a wise thing to do in
terms of further funding. It seems to
me that priority is one that encom-
passes a notion that we want to take
better care of those men and women
who have volunteered to be in the serv-
ice to protect their country, and then
take a long look at our capacity to
deal with today’s threats and the
threats we will see tomorrow.
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Education: Every time one takes a
poll or asks questions of folks in my
State or nationwide, education is gen-
erally the No. 1 issue. It is easy to be
for education, but it is a little bit more
difficult to figure out what to do about
it. Nevertheless, I think all will agree
education is a high priority, that edu-
cation is something we have to look to
down the road. What is more important
than providing a good education for the
young people who are going to be run-
ning this world?

We find ourselves with some dif-
ferences about how we do that. A
strong feeling has existed that Wash-
ington ought to decide what the money
is for; it ought to be sent from Wash-
ington with attached instructions as to
how to use it. I believe strongly that
the needs in Meeteetse, WY, are dif-
ferent from the needs in Pittsburgh.
Local people in the States ought to
have the opportunity to use those dol-
lars as they see fit, with some account-
ability, so we can ensure ours Kkids are
getting the best education and can
have a successful life. Again, I hope we
can see what we want for education.

I am particularly interested in the
third priority the President has laid
out, and that is energy. We have some
problems in energy. Hopefully, some of
them are short term. We have some
long-term opportunities to do the
things in the field of energy that we
want to happen. One of them is to im-
prove and increase domestic production
so we are not totally dependent on
OPEC and overseas imports of foreign
energy. That is not wrong necessarily,
but we become a victim of imports.

We need an energy policy. We have
not had an energy policy over the last
number of years. The policies are fairly
broad, and they are implemented in
more detail, but it is my view that we
need a policy for energy. It ought to be
one that encourages domestic produc-
tion, and there are many ways to do
that. Some, I suppose, will be by way of
taxes. I am not as excited about that as
I am the opportunity to encourage do-
mestic production.

I spent last week in Wyoming. Wyo-
ming is one of the large energy pro-
ducers in this country. We have an op-
portunity to increase our gas produc-
tion—we are doing that now—and we
have an opportunity to increase oil
production. We are the largest pro-
ducer of coal in the Nation. Coal is a
basic resource but can even be better
as we do research. Domestic production
is one part of a basic policy.

Research: We need to continue re-
search. One area is to make coal clean-
er and to enrich coal so we get more
Btu’s out of coal and bring the trans-
portation costs down.

We want to do more with air quality,
and we can. In almost any instance, it
is fair to say when you have large elec-
tric generators, up in the 1,500-mega-
watt area, coal is the most efficient
producer of energy, and we need to re-
search that.

We need diversity of energy sources.
I am a great supporter of natural gas,
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but we find ourselves overly dependent
on natural gas. Natural gas is a flexible
fuel that can be used not only for sta-
tionary generation but also can be used
for many other things.

I hope we will have some diversity,
that we will have hydro, coal, and oil.
We ought to also be working on diver-
sity of renewable energy. We can do
more in renewables than we have in the
past, and that ought to be part of our
basic policy.

Transportation: Energy has to be
moved. We see the problem in Cali-
fornia. Part of the problem is the un-
willingness or the inability, at least
the absence of transmission lines and
pipelines, to move energy. Some people
don’t like to see transmission lines.
They won’t see them because it will be
dark. That is the choice we have to
make. We need to do that. It is increas-
ingly difficult to get the easements to
do that.

Conservation: Part of our policy
ought to be the more efficient use of
energy so that we can get more out of
our energy and renewables, as I have
mentioned. Of course, one of our goals,
one of our missions, ought to be a rea-
sonable price for the consumers. We
have seen that change in the last sev-
eral months. That is not something we
want to continue.

We ought to be looking at defense,
education, and energy. Medicare is
very important to health care. It needs
to be revised. There have been a num-
ber of efforts to do that. We have not
completed those efforts. We need to in-
clude some aspect of pharmaceuticals.

What do we want to see in the future?
I happen to be cochairman of the con-
ference on rural health care in our cau-
cus. Rural health care is a little dif-
ferent from health care in the large cit-
ies. Not every little town in every
State is going to have all kinds of med-
ical care. They are not going to have
specialists. We need an outreach so
that all people in this country have ac-
cess to health care. It needs to be done
differently. We need telemedicine. We
need to do a number of things. That is
another goal we need to pursue and en-
vision where we want to be.

Social Security: If we do not do
something with Social Security, these
young people here, who now have 12.5
percent of their salaries withdrawn
when they work, will not have benefits.
We can change that. We are going to be
talking about individual accounts that
can be invested in the private sector,
that can be invested in equities or
bonds and can offer a much higher re-
turn so they will have benefits.

I hope, rather than seeking to find a
political item to work on for the elec-
tion of 2002, we can take a longer look
at these issues and say here is where
we want to be and here is what it takes
to do that. We have a great oppor-
tunity in terms of tax relief, our budg-
et, our spending, and we have that op-
portunity now. I hope we take full ad-
vantage of it.

I yield the floor.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

TAX CUTS

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
won’t speak for the Presiding Officer,
the Senator from Kansas, or Repub-
licans but I will speak for myself and I
hope many in my party.

First, I start with what I think peo-
ple in Minnesota and people in the
country mean by civility. I don’t think
they mean there should be no debate. I
think people are all for passionate de-
bate. They just want to make sure it is
civil debate. What I say on the floor of
the Senate is based upon what I hon-
estly believe is good and right for Min-
nesota and my country, but it is not at
all directed at any of my colleagues on
the other side in any personal way, nor
is it directed at the President in any
personal way.

Second, another operational defini-
tion before I go forward with my com-
ments: what do people mean by ‘‘the
center’’? I think people want us to gov-
ern at the center of their lives. I will
say something I heard my colleague
from Wyoming mention and I agree.
Part of what people are focused on is
education—no question. People are fo-
cused on health security. People are
very focused on affordable child care,
which I view as education. It is silly to
define education as Kkindergarten
through 12. I think it is pre-K all the
way to age 65. Elderly people and other
working families are focused on the
cost of prescription drugs. Many can’t
afford it. People are also focused, of
course, on how to have a small business
or a family farm or have a job from
which they can support their family.

Those are issues that are terribly im-
portant to people, and there are other
issues as well. One we will deal with
within the next month will be reform
and how we can really move to a polit-
ical process which, hopefully, will be
less dependent on big money and more
dependent on big and little people.

I want to speak directly, given this
introduction, to the President’s tax
cut. We have heard from a number of
Senators about specifics, so I don’t
need to go over them. To make a very
long story short, after we take this $1.6
trillion tax cut and add additional
costs, interest that has to be paid, and
after we look at what we have by way
of surplus—that is to say, non-Social
Security, non-Medicare—basically,
what we have is a tax cut that rep-
resents a Robin-Hood-in-reverse ap-
proach to public policy. That is what
we have when, depending upon whose
estimate one believes, the top 1 percent
of our population gets anywhere from
40 to 45 percent of the tax benefits of
the Bush plan. Unbelievable. It is simi-
lar to a subsidy in inverse relationship
to need.

Now, again, understand—a Robin-
Hood-in-reverse tax cut has the
wealthy benefitting. At the same time,
let me take the President’s words in
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his inaugural speech about leaving no
child behind. At the same time, one-
third of the children in America today
live in families who will not receive
one dime from this tax cut; 50 percent
of African American children live in
families in our country who will not re-
ceive one dime from this tax cut; and
about 57 percent of Latino, Latina chil-
dren live in families who will not re-
ceive one dime from this tax cut be-
cause none of it is refundable.

If you live in a family with an in-
come of less than $27,000 a year, you re-
ceive no benefit.

The argument is, they don’t pay any
taxes. These families pay payroll tax;
they pay sales tax. You better believe
they pay taxes. These are some of the
children who are most deserving in
terms of being given a chance to reach
their full potential. It is not in this tax
cut proposal.

While on the one hand we have most
of the benefits going to the top 1 per-
cent, we have very few of the benefits
going to those families and those chil-
dren most in need. It is outrageous.

One amendment I will prepare when
we bring this reconciliation bill to the
floor will be an amendment to make
the child credit refundable. Then we
can help a lot of children and a lot of
families. For all Senators who say, ‘“‘we
are for children, we are for children, we
are for children, we are for the future,
leave no child behind,” I want to give
them a chance to vote on that.

Let me go on and make another point
which I think is the second and, to me,
the most devastating critique of this
tax cut proposal by President Bush. It
is not unlike 1981. If we do this, there
will be precious little for any invest-
ment in any other areas—I think by de-
sign. I think this is an administration,
in spite of its rhetoric about leaving no
child behind, which basically believes
most citizens should be on their own.

So there will not be the funding to
make sure senior citizens can afford
prescription drug costs. No question
about it. There will not be the funding
for expanding health care coverage for
our citizens. No question about it. And
there certainly will not be the funding
for education and to leave no child be-
hind.

Now, the President tried to argue the
other day—it has already been shot
down—that there is a huge increase in
the education budget. Mr. President,
some of it was forward funding from
this past year. As it turns out, over the
last 5 or 6 years, this is the smallest
percentage increase we have seen ex-
cept for one out of the last 5 years.
That hardly represents some dramatic,
new investment in children.

So my question is, How do you leave
no child behind when only 2 percent of
the children who could benefit from
early Head Start—2 years of age and
under, the most critical years for
learning—right now benefit? That is all
the funding we have. And there are
really no additional resources for early
Head Start. Only 50 percent of the chil-
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dren who can benefit from Head Start—
that is, to give a head start to the chil-
dren who come from disadvantaged
backgrounds—and there is going to be
a pittance for any additional funding—
when 11 percent of the children who
could benefit from affordable child
care—that is just low-income families,
much less working families, much less
moderate-income, middle-income fami-
lies—11 percent who are of the eligible
children right now are able to benefit
because we so severely underfund early
childhood development.

So we have a President who says he
is committed to education, we have a
President who says he will leave no
child behind, and we have tax cuts that
go to the wealthy. But will they ben-
efit the families—one-third of the chil-
dren who live in low- and moderate-in-
come families, half of the children who
live in low- and moderate-income fami-
lies? We have a tax cut proposal that
makes it impossible for us to invest in
the health and skills and intellect and
character of our children. Frankly,
““leave no child behind’’ becomes just a
slogan, and I express indignation about
this.

There will be a pittance to make sure
our children are Kkindergarten ready,
and then when it comes to some of the
K-through-12 programs, let me be real-
ly clear. Right now, the Title 1 Pro-
gram for low- and moderate-income
children is funded at the 30-percent
level. There is, again, a pittance in this
budget for any increase in that fund-
ing.

The IDEA program for children with
special needs is vastly underfunded. In
my State of Minnesota, from the Gov-
ernor to Democrat to Republicans,
they say: Live up to your 40-percent
funding commitment, Federal Govern-
ment. Then we would have some addi-
tional resources to do other things for
children.

Guess what. In this budget we will
see a pittance when it comes to any in-
crease in funding for the IDEA program
for children with special needs.

We have an education program called
Leave No Child Behind, which is going
to rely on testing, testing which makes
it clear that we should not rely on one
single standardized multiple-choice
test which everyone who does testing
says we should not do, which is educa-
tionally deadening; it puts the Kkids in
a straitjacket; it puts the teachers in a
straitjacket. We will not have that.

What we will do is take a lot of
schools in this country that have been
underfunded because they are in dis-
tricts that are property-tax poor—not
rich; they can’t have the same re-
sources; they don’t have the same re-
sources as the most affluent of sub-
urbs—schools where children come
from homes where English is the sec-
ond language, children who come from
homes where families have to move
two or three or four times a year be-
cause of inadequate housing, children
who come from homes where they are
hungry when they come to school, chil-
dren who come from homes where they
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haven’t had the good developmental
child care; they haven’t been read to;
they don’t know how to use the com-
puter; they haven’t had any of those
opportunities; they come to Kkinder-
garten way behind—this budget does
nothing to make sure these children
will have the same chance as other
children to reach their full potential.
Instead, we have tax cuts, 40 percent
plus of the benefits going to the top 1
percent of the population.

We have testing. All we are going to
do is set up these kids, these schools,
and these teachers for failure. We are
providing none of the resources and
none of the tools to make sure these
children can achieve and do well, but
we are going to have tests and we are
going to test kids starting as young as
age 8, every single year, and then we
are going to say after 3 years: Schools,
if you don’t make the grade, we will
flunk you and we will move to vouch-
ers.

I think the people who deserve an F
grade are the White House and those
people in the House and the Senate
who do not seem to be willing to be
held accountable for the health, skills,
intellect, and character of all the chil-
dren in our country. That, to me, mer-
its a failing grade.

I hope my party does not join in this
tax-cutting frenzy. I hope we will focus
on honest tax cuts that benefit work-
ing families, middle-income families
and moderate-income families. I hope
we focus on a child care credit for all
families so we will be helping all chil-
dren. I hope we get the help where it is
needed. I hope this is not just one huge
bonanza for wealthy people.

Frankly, I say to Democrats, this is
our moment of truth. Above and be-
yond tax cuts that work for citizens in
this country, we want to make sure
there are resources for investment. We
must be willing to draw the line and
say to President Bush and Republicans:
You go with your tax cut plan, 40 to 44
percent of the benefits going to the top
1 percent; we go for investment in chil-
dren and education. President Bush,
you go for a tax cut plan with 44 per-
cent of the benefits going to the top 1
percent; we go for expanding health
care coverage. President Bush, Repub-
licans: You go for a tax cut plan that is
Robin Hood in reverse, with most of
the benefits going to wealthy people;
we go for making sure our parents and
grandparents can afford prescription
drug coverage. President Bush, you go
for your tax cut, Robin Hood in re-
verse, going to wealthy people in this
country; we go for affordable housing—
that is what we are about. We are sup-
posed to be the party of the people, so
let’s try to make sure the tax cuts, in
combination with the investment, ben-
efit the vast majority of people in this
country.

I think it is terribly important for
Democrats to find their voice and for
us to be as strong as possible, both in
opposition to President Bush’s tax cut
proposal going mainly to the wealthy
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and in enunciation of what we stand
for. We stand for some tax cuts that
are honest tax cuts that benefit the
majority of families and citizens in our
country, not leaving out those families
who are most in need of help, and in
addition investment in our children, in
education, in health care. That is what
we are about.

I am lucky enough to be friends with
Marian Wright Edelman, director of
the Children’s Defense Fund, and her
husband Peter, two wonderful people of
justice. The theme of the Children’s
Defense Fund has been ‘‘Leave no child
behind.” That is what they are all
about. President Bush is now talking
about, ‘“‘Leave no child behind.”’

“Leave no child behind” I take seri-
ously. ‘“‘Leave no child behind” is a
beautiful way of calling on all of us in
the United States of America to be our
own best selves. But if ‘“‘Lieave no child
behind”’ is just an empty slogan and we
do not back up the rhetoric with re-
sources, and we don’t put our money
where our mouth is, and we don’t make
the true investment, which is not in
this tax cut proposal or in the budget
we are getting from this President,
then, frankly, we will have engaged in
just symbolic politics. We will not have
done well for children, all the children
in our country. That will be a profound
mistake, and I think we will not be the
better for it.

Without trying to sound pseudo-any-
thing, I look forward to this debate. I
am going to have a lot of amendments
that are going to focus on leaving no
child behind. Education, leave no child
behind; health care, leave no child be-
hind; housing, leave no child behind;
violence, leave no child behind. We are
going to have votes on all of these. If
my colleagues have a better proposal
for how not to leave any child behind,
I am all for it. I certainly do not see it
in the proposal of the President.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
ENzI). The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I lis-
tened with great interest to the speech-
es this morning on the Republican side
of the aisle about the President’s State
of the Union Address this evening. It is
clear the focal point of the President’s
speech will be his proposed tax cut.

It is interesting when I read the
newspapers across Illinois and here in
Washington, DC, that the President is
having a difficult time convincing the
American people that his tax cut is the
right thing to do. I have been around
politics and politicians for decades. I
cannot think of an easier task than to
sell people on the idea of cutting their
taxes. But it appears the President is
having a tough time making the sale
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even though he has suggested this is
good for the economy and that it will
provide additional spending power for
people in America.

Folks are a little skeptical. I think
they have a right to be skeptical. If
you take a look at the President’s pro-
posed tax cut, you will find that Amer-
icans like the idea of a tax cut until
you suggest to them that we really
make choices here on Capitol Hill and
in Washington, DC—that you have to
make a choice between a tax cut and
something else. Frankly, when it gets
down to those choices, the support of
the American people for the Presi-
dent’s proposed tax cut starts to dwin-
dle dramatically because I think the
American people understand the whole
notion of a tax cut is based on an edu-
cated guess of what our economy and
our Government will look like—not
just next year but 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, and 10
years from now.

To say these projections are inac-
curate is to be kind because, frankly,
they are not much more reliable than a
weather report. Imagine a weather
forecast for a month from now. Would
you take the umbrella or not based on
such a forecast? I doubt if many fami-
lies would not. Yet the President would
have us basically say we will now chart
the course of America’s Government
spending for the next 10 years based on
these projections and guesses from
economists in Washington.

Former President Harry Truman
used to say he was looking throughout
his professional career for a one-armed
economist because he said then they
wouldn’t be able to say, ‘‘on the other
hand.” He knew, as we know, that even
the best economists disagree. Even the
best economists are frequently wrong.

Most of the surplus the President is
using as a basis for his tax cut doesn’t
even arrive on Capitol Hill under their
projections until 5 years from now. Al-
most 75 percent of it starts to arrive in
the last b years of the 10-year period.

So it is reasonable to ask if we are
thinking about projections in our econ-
omy 5 years from now, how good were
these same economists 5 years ago
when they had to make an educated
guess about what America would look
like today. There are a lot of factors
that go into that guess. You have to
try to assume what the growth of the
economy is going to be, the number of
people employed. You have to take pro-
ductivity and inflation into account.

Five years ago, the very best econo-
mists sat down with the very best com-
puters and then said this fiscal year we
would experience a $320 billion deficit.
That was their best guess 5 years ago.
What do we find? Right now we are ex-
periencing a $270 billion surplus. They
missed it by $5690 billion 5 years ago.

This evening the President will begin
his speech with the assumption that
the economists are right; that we
should really base all of our plans and
our policies based on economic projec-
tions 5 to 10 years from now. I think
people are genuinely skeptical; they
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understand we have had similar mes-
sages from previous Presidents. It
wasn’t that many years ago that Presi-
dent Ronald Reagan arrived in town.
He suggested when he was elected in
1989 that a massive tax cut was the
best thing for America. He proceeded
to convince a bipartisan group in Con-
gress to vote for that tax cut. The net
result of that tax cut was, frankly, a
rocky road for the economy through-
out his Presidency.

Frankly, I never would have been
elected to the House of Representatives
had the economy not been so bad in
central Illinois in 1982, the second year
of the Reagan Presidency. And equally,
if not more important, those tax cuts
on top of his spending program led to
record deficits. We started accumu-
lating more red ink and debt in Wash-
ington than ever in our history after
President Reagan had convinced the
Congress that a tax cut was the best
medicine for America.

Fortunately, in the last 8 years we
have seen a turnaround. We have seen
a fiscally responsible approach. We
have seen not only a reduction in Fed-
eral spending, a reduction in the size of
Government, but an unprecedented era
of prosperity. I think the American
people value that prosperity more than
the promise of a tax cut. They under-
stand that like most free market
economies, you will have your
downturns. And we are in one of them.
I hope it is short lived and shallow. No
one can say.

But we want to do the right things
here in Washington at this moment
with this President to make certain we
get back on that track we were on for
8 years under the previous administra-
tion.

I can recall in 1993 when the issue
came to this Senate floor and to the
House of Representatives where 1
served, and President Clinton sug-
gested we had to take the deficit seri-
ously. We had to put in a combination
of spending cuts and tax increases to fi-
nally get rid of the deficit. Not a single
Republican supported that proposal—
not one. It passed in the Senate be-
cause Vice President Gore cast the tie-
breaking vote.

We have layers of Republican quotes
projecting that this idea of giving, I
guess, strong medicine to the American
economy would be a disaster; that it
would really put an end to any pros-
pect of economic growth. Yet we found
exactly the opposite occurred.

It is curious to me that President
Clinton could come forward as he did in
1993 with a projection for our economy
that worked, give us the hard news,
face the lumps in the next election, and
really come up with a plan to help
America. Most families and businesses
agreed. For the last 8 years, we have
seen 22 million new jobs created in
America, more home ownership than
ever in our history, inflation under
control, the welfare rolls coming down,
violent crime coming down, and an ex-
pansion across the board in the econ-
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omy in virtually everything but the ag-
ricultural sector.

We want to return to that. But many
of us believe a President’s responsi-
bility when it comes to leadership is
not just to say what is popular. Being
for a tax cut is a popular thing to say.
Yet the President is having a tough
time selling it.

One of the reasons he is having a
tough time selling it is when you take
a look at the tax cut, you find out the
top 1 percent of wage earners in Amer-
ica under President Bush’s tax cut re-
ceive 42.6 percent of all of the tax bene-
fits. The bottom 90 percent—people
below about $64,900 in income—receive
29 percent of the benefits.

The President’s response is that is
not fair to say because the people in
the top 1 percent pay all the taxes;
they should get a bigger cut. Not so.
The people in the top 1 percent in
America pay 21 percent of the Federal
income taxes. They get 42.6 percent of
President Bush’s tax cut.

Who are these people? These are folks
with an income above $319,000 a year.
These are people with an average in-
come of $900,000. These are the big win-
ners tonight.

So when you hear the applause after
the President says we need a tax cut
for America, you are going to hear it
the loudest from the top 1 percent.
They are the big winners. The folks in
the bottom 80 percent are not. These
people in the top 1 percent will receive
an average of $46,000 in tax cuts under
President Bush’s tax plan, while the
people in the lower 60 percent, for ex-
ample, will receive an average tax cut
of $227 a year.

So the President would have us risk
the future of our economy by basing a
tax cut on projections 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, and
10 years from now; and then he would
turn around and, with those projec-
tions, have us enact a tax cut not for
the average working person, not for
middle-income families, not for people
in Illinois struggling to pay heating
bills and tuition costs but, no, for peo-
ple who make at least $25,000 a month.
They are the big winners.

Frankly, what it does, in putting all
of this money into the tax cut, is it
ties our hands when it comes to impor-
tant priorities for America. Let me
give you an example, for just a minute.
The national debt is $5.7 trillion. That
is our mortgage. We have accumulated
most of it in the last 14 or 15 years. It
is a mortgage that costs us every sin-
gle day in interest payments. How
much is the interest payment on our
old mortgage? It is $1 billion a day—$1
billion in Federal taxes collected every
day to pay interest on old debt in
America.

What could we do with $1 billion a
day in America? Boy, I can think of
some things. Education, health care,
investment in America’s infrastruc-
ture, medical research—these are items
which I think most American families
value. But we take that amount of
money from families and businesses

S1601

and individuals each day—$1 billion—to
pay interest on old debt.

Frankly, if we want to leave our chil-
dren a great legacy, it is not a legacy
of giving a fat tax break to the
wealthiest people in America. The best
legacy for our Kkids is to pay down this
debt.

Let’s burn the mortgage. Let’s get it
over with. If we are in a time of sur-
plus, let’s balance the books once and
for all. Shouldn’t that be our first pri-
ority?

If we go with the President’s tax cut,
let me tell you what it means. Maybe
not in the first year, but in the next
several years we are going to find our
hands tied when it comes to investing
in America.

I doubt there is anybody in this coun-
try who would argue with the following
statement: The future of America is
going to be found in our classrooms. If
we do not have good teachers, quality
schools, and students learning, can we
hope the 21st century will be an Amer-
ican century? I do not think so. The
President has put that in as a priority
but a much lower priority. The first
priority is a big tax cut for the top 1
percent of wage earners in America.

I wish to mention one other thing. I
see my colleague from Connecticut. I
am going to defer to him in a moment.

Senator MIKULSKI of Maryland came
up with a term today which I think is
important to think about. She said: We
not only have a mortgage, we have a
balloon payment coming. Do you know
what a balloon payment is? When the
baby boomers reach Social Security
age and when they decide they need So-
cial Security and Medicare—guess
what—the current system is going to
be truly taxed, and many of us are
going to have to answer as to whether
or not, when we had a surplus, we pre-
pared for that balloon payment.

If you have a home and you know a
balloon payment is coming, you better
get ready for it because then you are
going to have to refinance the home if
you don’t have the amount to pay. We
are not going to have the money to pay
into Social Security and into Medicare
if the President’s tax cut goes through
as proposed. He will take the money
out of education. He is going to make
a proposal, I understand, to privatize
Social Security, by taking money out
of the Social Security trust fund. He
already raids the Medicare trust fund
to pay for this tax cut, primarily for
the wealthiest people in America.

So you say to yourself, now I under-
stand why the President is having a
tough time selling what seems on its
surface to be such a popular idea—the
tax cut. If a politician can’t sell a tax
cut, how is he going to sell the Amer-
ican people on a tough decision, some-
thing that is painful? The President is
not having good luck selling it because
the American people are sKkeptical.
They think it is far more important to
empower families across America to
get this economy moving again. They
think it is far more important to make
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necessary improvements in our fu-
ture—in education, in health care, and
a prescription drug benefit under So-
cial Security, Medicare.

Important, as well, is to pay down
the national debt. You will not hear
much said about that tonight. It will
be mentioned in passing that we are
going to take care of all these things—
not to worry. But the bottom line is,
we know that is not the case. We need
to be concerned about it. We need to
accept fiscal responsibility, as we did 7
or 8 years ago, in the hopes we can re-
turn to the prosperity of our economy
which we saw a few months ago.

I will listen carefully to the Presi-
dent’s speech tonight. I am sure my
colleague from Connecticut will, as
well.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Con-
necticut.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Chair
and thank my friend and colleague
from Illinois for yielding the floor but
also for his very astute and targeted
comments.

This is an important day. I rise to
speak, with my colleagues, about ex-
actly the same matters that Senator
DURBIN addressed because they are at
the heart of our prosperity as a nation
and the future of every single Amer-
ican; and that is the state of our econ-
omy, the tax cuts that President Bush
will be advocating tonight, and the
strategies that we must adopt if we are
to create the widest opportunities for
the largest number of our fellow Amer-
icans.

The President and all of us with him
are facing a moment of truth tonight.
This is an important evening because
the lives of every American will be af-
fected for years to come by how Con-
gress and the administration resolve
the important fiscal and economic
questions that our Nation faces.

I am afraid, as the President prepares
to address Congress and the Nation to-
night, that he is reaching for the wrong
medicine. The American economy ap-
pears to have a slight head cold right
now. If we take the medicine President
Bush is offering, I am afraid we are
going to have a bad case of pneumonia.

I have spoken before about my oppo-
sition to the size and substance of the
President’s proposed tax cut. It is a tax
cut we can ill afford, based on money
that has not yet materialized, and it
gives the most to those who need it the
least.

But the trouble with the President’s
plan is not just a matter of numbers;
the trouble is also with the values that
it represents, such as the value of work
and rewarding work. Because instead of
helping those who are working hard
around our country to become wealthy,
President Bush’s tax proposal rewards
those who already are wealthy and do
not need the tax cut he is going to give
them. Instead of expanding oppor-
tunity, and other great American val-
ues, the Bush tax cut threatens our
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prosperity. Instead of honoring our ob-
ligations to our parents and our chil-
dren, the Bush tax cut leaves America
unprepared to adequately invest in
education, health care, retirement se-
curity, and national security.

I am not opposed to tax cuts. I know
my friend from Illinois, and our other
colleagues, are not opposed to tax cuts
either. I am for tax cuts that honor
America’s values and prolong Amer-
ica’s prosperity. I am for tax cuts that
are prowork, profamily, and progrowth.
I am for tax cuts that fit into the con-
text of an overall sound budget frame-
work because our hard-won prosperity
will surely wither if we do not balance
tax cuts with significant debt reduc-
tion and targeted investments that
benefit the greatest number of our citi-
zZens.

For 8 years, we have enjoyed a steady
and remarkable level of growth that
actually has revolutionized long-
standing assumptions about economic
expansion. After two decades of low
growth, low productivity, and high un-
employment in the 1970s and the 1980s,
technological innovations—remarkable
technological innovations—dramati-
cally improved the economy and have
brought us the closest I have ever seen
in my lifetime to true full employ-
ment.

Now we are experiencing an economic
downturn. It is not a recession, as
some, including some in the Bush ad-
ministration, have called it. But it is a
slowdown in our rate of growth. We
have a number of tools at our disposal
to keep the growth going.

I want to sound the alarm today that
unless we deal wisely with the boun-
teous growth we have had, we risk
throwing it all away. Then the current
temporary slowdown will, in reality,
become a recession. That is what is on
the line as we gather to hear President
Bush’s State of the Union tonight.

The fact is that a new economy has
emerged. Yet the administration’s poli-
cies seem rooted in the old economy.
When you count interest costs and
other revenue expenses, the Bush tax
cut plan weighs in at $2.3 trillion over
the next 10 years. It would consume 96
percent of the entire non-Social Secu-
rity and non-Medicare surplus, leaving,
by my reckoning, just $100 billion for
all other investments that we need to
make in national security, retirement
security, education, prescription drug
benefits, and worker training. The
money left over, therefore, is clearly
not enough.

What if the surpluses do not mate-
rialize? Remember, although we have
had 3 good years, all this talk of the
trillions of dollars we are arguing
about spending is talk about projec-
tions; it is not money in the bank.
What if those surpluses don’t mate-
rialize? Well, then, I don’t see how the
administration, based on its budget
plan and bloated tax plan, would have
any other options but to either raid the
Social Security and Medicare trust
funds or to radically slash Government
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spending. Indeed, I say that President
Bush’s tax cut threatens to return us
to the failed economic experiments of
an earlier era of ballooning deficits,
high interest rates, high unemploy-
ment, and high capital costs for busi-
ness as well.

There is another serious shortcoming
to the administration’s plan. I want to
talk about it in a bit of detail for a few
moments this morning. President
Bush’s tax cut plan contains no busi-
ness and growth incentives which actu-
ally could help the economy lift itself
out of the slowdown it is in now and re-
gain the extraordinary high levels of
growth we have enjoyed for years. With
apologies to Gertrude Stein, there is no
‘““there” there when it comes to spur-
ring on the New Economy or innova-
tion or productivity that have been the
central driving forces of it for America
and America’s families over the last
several years.

Let’s look at some of the tax cut pro-
posals President Bush is going to rec-
ommend and see how they relate to the
central question of how do we get our
economy growing vigorously again.

The estate tax. I am leaving aside
whether you are for or against it but
trying to gauge the impact on the
question of economic growth. The es-
tate tax changes create no economic or
investment incentives. The marriage
penalty reform corrects a fairness
problem. The broad rate changes being
described largely benefit an economic
elite, as Senator DURBIN’s chart
showed. At least a third—depending on
your reckoning, as much as 43 per-
cent—is going to people whose average
income is $900,000. That won’t stimu-
late the economy.

It is hard to find very many econo-
mists, including those who are for the
Bush tax cut, who say it will have the
effect of getting us out of the economic
slowdown we are in that has dropped
the markets and begun to lead to some
layoffs. You can be for the Bush tax
cut on various grounds, and you can be
against it on various grounds, but I
don’t hear very many people arguing
that it is the way to stimulate the
economy. Why? Because it won’t move
through the economy rapidly enough
to have an effect where it would count.

The fact is that the economic down-
turn that we have now is primarily fo-
cused on the technology sector of the
economy. That is why I think we need
to think about incentives for growth in
that very same technology sector
which has driven the growth we have
had over the last 8 years. So what are
the tools or how might we use a tax cut
better?

First, let me address what I think
would be the most equitable way to re-
turn some of the dividends of our hard-
won prosperity to those who need it
most. It is just fairness to help those
families reward those who are working
hard to raise themselves up in America
as a matter of equity. For most Ameri-
cans, the most crushing tax burden is
not the income tax. The tax that they
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pay most to Washington is not the in-
come tax; it is the payroll tax, the
money taken out of their paychecks. It
is a regressive tax. It is, in fact, a tax
on work.

Many of us here have been putting
together proposals that we think would
reduce the work penalty by giving
every working American a refundable
tax credit. That means it would go to
people who don’t pay income taxes be-
cause their income is so low. Unlike
the Bush tax cut, which would bestow
at least one-third of its benefits on the
top 1 percent, whose average is income
is $900,000, the payroll tax credit we are
talking about would provide real tax
relief to middle-class working families
and to the lower income workers—not
people who are not working, but work-
ers, those I have talked about who pay
payroll taxes or have it taken out of
their paychecks but have no income
tax liability. Beyond that is fairness in
sharing our growth with those who
need it most.

I think we have to act on business
tax incentives that will target the driv-
ers of economic growth in our time in
the new economy: Capital investment,
a skilled workforce, and productivity.
While large businesses have been driv-
ing our productivity gains by imple-
menting information technology, small
firms, which still account for 98 per-
cent of employers, have been moving
more slowly into the new economy
simply because they can’t afford its
entry fees. A potential fix here would
give small companies tax credits to in-
vest—and invest now—in information
technology. This is like servers and
network hardware, broadband hookups,
computers, and e-business software.
Small business, after all, accounts for
40 percent of our economy and 60 per-
cent of the new jobs; but fewer than
one-third of small businesses are wired
to the Internet today.

This is a stunning statistic: Those
that are wired—the small businesses
wired to the Internet—have grown 46
percent faster than their counterparts
that are unplugged. If we encouraged
small business owners to strive for in-
formation technology efficiency now,
and phased a credit out in a few years—
if we couldn’t afford it anymore—we
could keep productivity growing and
help us grow out of the current eco-
nomic downturn.

Let me talk about a second potential
business tax incentive tool, and that
would be one that would zero out—
eliminate—capital gains taxes for long-
term investments in entrepreneurial
firms.

I have long supported, since I came
to the Senate in 1989, cuts in capital
gains to spur growth and encourage a
strong venture capital market. I re-
member being one of six members of
my party who stood to support the cap-
ital gains tax cut proposal that then-
President Bush proposed. Capital gains
have been purged, in my opinion. We fi-
nally adopted a broad-based capital
gains cut in 1997, and I think that cut,
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and earlier more targeted forms of it,
have encouraged the boom in entrepre-
neurship and startups that have insti-
tutionalized innovation in the United
States.

This country’s entrepreneurial depth
is an asset we must nurture, and we
can do so by cutting the capital gains
rate to zero for long-term investments
in startups, small entrepreneurial
firms.

In the new economy, finally, employ-
ers need a knowledgeable labor force
that adds value to the new technology.
Right now, employers are investing too
heavily in remedial education to make
up for failures in the performance of
our K-12 school system. Employers who
are making these remedial education
investments to bring our workforce
into the new economy should be en-
couraged to do so with a new education
tax credit system—a business edu-
cation tax credit system.

For the same reason, I am supportive
of tax relief for low- and middle-income
families struggling to pay the cost of
their children’s college education. We
are talking about a tax deduction for
up to $10,000 a year that is spent by
families in this country to educate
their children or themselves.

Those are three proposals where busi-
ness tax cuts would have a direct effect
on sustaining economic growth and
getting us back to the boom in the
American economy that we seem to
temporarily have left.

At the end of the debate which Presi-
dent Bush will begin tonight, the best
approach, of course, is the responsible
approach; the approach that embraces
the highest values and most far-reach-
ing and broadly shared goals of the
American people.

The goal of any tax cut and pros-
perity plan cannot be short-term poli-
tics. It has to be the long-term eco-
nomic interests and values of the
American people.

We are poised at a crossroads: After 8
years of economic good fortune, we can
go forward and continue to pay down
the debt, offer sensible, broad-based tax
cuts that are both personal and busi-
ness, and begin paying the IOUs we al-
ready owe for retirement benefits for
baby boomers; or we can turn back,
choosing policies that will undermine
our productivity, reward the few, and
leave education, health, retirement se-
curity, and our national defenses un-
derfunded.

That is a big choice with serious con-
sequences for each and every family
and each and every individual in our
country. I know the American people
want to move forward toward expanded
opportunities and continued pros-
perity. That is the heart of what it
means to be an American. I hope we,
their representatives, in Congress and
in the administration, from both par-
ties, will have the common sense in
good times we had when they were bad
to build on 8 years of success with fis-
cal discipline and sound economic poli-
cies and humane investments in our fu-
ture.
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That is what is on the line tonight as
all of us in both Chambers and the
American people listen to President
Bush deliver his first State of the
Union. I thank the Chair. I thank my
colleagues. I yield the floor, and I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REED. I understand the time is
controlled by the Democrats until
noon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Until the
hour of noon, yes.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent to speak as in morning
business for 20 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REED. I thank the Chair.

———

EDUCATION

Mr. REED. Mr. President, the last
election demonstrated clearly and
graphically the importance of edu-
cation as a concern to the American
people. It is perhaps their highest pri-
ority. They have indicated overwhelm-
ingly in poll after poll that education
reform and improvement is something
they desperately want and that this
Nation desperately needs. They have
also indicated their top priority for the
use of the Federal budget is investment
in education. Indeed, 81 percent of indi-
viduals polled recently indicated they
would approve of a bold national com-
mitment to improve education similar
to our commitment to build the Inter-
state Highway System and to do many
other projects of critical importance to
the American public.

It is, indeed, fitting then that Presi-
dent Bush would embrace this notion
of education reform. I commend him
for his interest. I welcome the begin-
ning of a very serious debate about how
we can at the Federal level assist local
communities to improve elementary
and secondary education in the United
States.

We should begin, I believe, by recog-
nizing that over the past 8 years, we
have made progress. We established in
Goals 2000 a focus on educational re-
form. In the reauthorization of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act
in 1994, we insisted that high standards
be the benchmark and the measuring
rod of our commitment to educational
reform.

We have also over the last few years
passed legislation to diminish class
size and to repair and renovate crum-
bling schools throughout this country.
So we begin this process with success,
but we also begin with the idea that we
have to do much more, and we have to
do it together.
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We recognize that historically, con-
stitutionally, and culturally, edu-
cational policy is the province of State
and local governments.

The Federal Government does play a
role, and we have played this role quite
robustly since 1965. The role may be de-
scribed as encouraging innovation at
the local level and also overcoming in-
ertia at the local level so that every
student in America, particularly stu-
dents from disadvantaged backgrounds,
have the opportunity to seize all the
opportunities of this great country.
This has been our role since 1965.

A characteristic of Federal participa-
tion in elementary and secondary edu-
cation is that it is targeted, particu-
larly with respect to low-income stu-
dents. We have an obligation to con-
tinue this support. We have an obliga-
tion to continue to work with the
States and localities, in a sense as
their junior partner, but as their im-
portant partner, to ensure that every
child in this country will have the abil-
ity to achieve and obtain a quality
public education.

President Bush’s proposal at this
juncture is an outline, it is a pro-
spectus, it is a vision, if you will, for
some of the things he would like to see
done to improve education. There are
elements which we all share, including
concentration and focus on high stand-
ards and accountability, emphasis on
reading, teacher quality, and school
safety. And there are other elements
with which we disagree.

Among the first order of these ele-
ments is the notion of vouchers. I am
pleased to see or at least sense that the
President has retreated a bit from his
campaign discussions about vouchers,
recognizing this is not the answer for
addressing the needs of our public
school system. We have to emphasize
parental involvement, teacher prepara-
tion, resources to improve cur-
riculum—things that have to be done
in the context of public education.

I hope if we continue to emphasize
these approaches and deemphasize
vouchers that we will make much more
progress as we work on educational re-
form in this Congress.

There is another aspect of the Presi-
dent’s proposal that has drawn, I think,
justifiable criticism. That is the notion
of block granting all of the Federal
funds, essentially giving the States a
check and saying: Do what you will.

We recognize that we are, as I said
previously, the junior partners in this
enterprise. Federal spending is roughly
T percent of all spending on elementary
and secondary education. Our focus has
always been on assisting the neediest
children.

To put all of our funds into a block
grant and simply hand it over to the
States would, I think, lead to a loss of
focus, and, more dangerously, a loss of
emphasis by Federal dollars on those
poor disadvantaged students. There are
many examples of how a block grant
has distorted what was a good program
before. One which comes to mind is li-
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brary books. Back in 1965, we specifi-
cally committed, as an aid to local
school systems, to provide funding to
acquire library books. In fact, many of
the books on the shelves today, if you
open them up, are stamped “ESEA,
1965.”” It was a successful program. It
put books on the shelves. But, more
importantly, it put books in the hands
of students throughout this country.

Years ago, this specific program was
rolled into a larger block grant. What
we have seen is that libraries through-
out this country in the schools in
America are not what they should be.
We have seen books on the shelves that
are grossly out of date. Interestingly
enough, an effort on my part to pub-
licize and address the lack of appro-
priate library books through bipartisan
legislation was reported in the Wash-
ington Times on February 20. Most in-
teresting, though, was a response on
February 23 by a school librarian that
showed some of the real frustrations
that school personnel face with the
lack of focused Federal funding for spe-
cific programs.

This school librarian, who has
worked for 27 years, saw the article and
then described the problem in her
words.

The money coming down for spending has
been diverted by administrators for tech-
nology, she says. The computers are bought
with book money and the administrators can
brag about how wired the schools are. The li-
brarians are ordered to keep the old books on
the shelves and count everything, including
unbound periodicals and old filmstrips dat-
ing back to the 1940s.

And most of all keep their mouth shut
about the books—just count and keep quiet.
Now do you wonder why librarians keep
quiet?

The point is, there is an advantage
and value in Federal programs that
have specific and explicit policy
choices for localities. What we some-
times get in flexibility is lost in focus.
We should be conscious and careful as
we embrace educational reform to be
very clear about those programs we be-
lieve should be supported specifically—
something like library books—and
make sure our education funding is not
lumped into some vast category where
local administrators, under severe
pressure, can find ways to distort our
intent to support a specific program.

There is another aspect, too, of the
issue of block grants. People will say:
This is not about money. If you just
give the States more flexibility, they
don’t need the extra money.

It turns out that most public school
reform is based not only upon adminis-
trative changes but increased resources
for schools. That is the case in Texas.
Preceding Governor Bush’s term, in
fact, going back several terms before
that, Texas embarked on a process of
redistributing its local school aid. In
fact, today it is one of those States
which takes resources from wealthy
districts and gives them to poor dis-
tricts. That process began before the
testing regime was put in place in
Texas.
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One can argue that as much as test-
ing might have been a source of im-
provement, just as much or perhaps
more was the fact that now for the
first time, local school systems are get-
ting the needed funding to conduct the
kinds of programs—buying technology,
professional development—that are so
necessary.

We have to be conscious, too, as we
talk about the Federal role, to recog-
nize if we are going to talk big, we
have to have the resources to back it
up. It is not all done simply by chang-
ing the chairs around the table, by
talking about noneconomic reforms,
nonresource reforms.

There is another issue, too, that the
President has advanced. This is an
issue for which I commend him. It is an
issue in terms of accountability that I
fought for in 1994, along with my col-
league, Senator BINGAMAN.

I was a Member of the other body.
Senator BINGAMAN was here. In the
context of the debate on Goals 2000, we
attempted for the first time to talk
about not only standards that children
must achieve, but the resources those
schools must have so these children
can meet those standards.

During the course of this debate, we
ran into significant opposition, prin-
cipally opposition from our colleagues
on the Republican side. They objected,
sometimes in principle, to the notion
we would be telling local school sys-
tems what to do.

I think this debate was important be-
cause it recognized for the first time
that Federal resources should not be
committed without tough standards of
accountability, and that these tough
standards should be a way to move the
system forward. It recognized when we
have tough standards and adequate re-
sources you are more likely to get the
kind of improvement in educational
quality that we all desperately want.

After the Goals 2000 debate, we start-
ed discussions on the reauthorization
of the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act of 1965. This legislation fo-
cused on changes to title I. In the con-
text of this debate, I proposed several
amendments which would deal with
corrective action, to essentially re-
quire local school districts to identify
those schools that were failing the
State standards, and then develop a
plan of action that would bring those
schools up to the State standards.

Once again, we ran into opposition. I
was successful in passing an amend-
ment that exists today in law that re-
quires the State to take corrective ac-
tion for title I schools following sev-
eral years of failing to meet the State
educational standards. That is on the
books today. In fact, the States are al-
ready identifying those schools that
are not performing up to standards.

In 199899, 8,800 schools were identi-
fied as needing improvement by the
States. Now, interestingly enough, the
States are not required to transmit
specific school names to the Federal
Department of Education, so we don’t
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know specifically what schools are fail-
ing, but we know there are at least
8,800 schools throughout the country
that are not meeting State standards.

Unfortunately, because of the time to
work through the process of evaluation
and corrective action, it is not yet
clear whether or not the States have
taken effective corrective action. But
this notion of accountability, this no-
tion of making sure the States look at
their schools, evaluate their schools,
propose corrective action and follow
through is not a new idea. It exists
today for the title I schools. I hope in
the process of this debate and reau-
thorization we can expand the concept
of accountability to all schools, that
we can put in place real accountability
standards, and that these standards
will move forward dramatically the
educational achievement of our chil-
dren throughout the United States.

Again, another aspect of the Presi-
dent’s proposal related to account-
ability is his insistence to date that we
mandate States to require testing of
each student from grades 3 to 8 in order
to receive Federal education funding.
We all recognize that testing is an es-
sential part of education, but I hope we
all recognize that testing alone is not
sufficient to improve our schools. Once
again we have to have the resources
and once again we have to have the
commitment to ensure that the re-
sources go to those schools that are
most in need.

Tests should be an indicator of how
well a school is doing, but they should
not be a high-risk evaluation of an in-
dividual child, in my view. They are di-
agnostic tools. We can use them to see
generally how well a school is doing.
But, as we have been cautioned by the
National Research Council, ‘“‘no single
test score can be considered a defini-
tive measure of a student’s knowl-
edge,” and that ‘““‘an educational deci-
sion that would have a major impact
on a test taker should not be based
solely or automatically on a single test
score.”

As we approach this issue of testing,
let me be clear: If we are evaluating
how a school or school system is doing
as a way to provide additional re-
sources or additional corrective action,
these tests can be valuable. But if we
allow these tests on a one-time basis to
determine the future of students, we
will be making a very significant mis-
take.

Also, we should understand the
science of testing is a difficult one in-
deed, and there are many con-
sequences, both intended and unin-
tended, from the application of testing
in schools. Again, I think it is appro-
priate to look at the example of Texas
since it is so much in the forefront of
our discussions these days. The Texas
Assessment of Academic Skills, the
TAAS, the test that is used in Texas,
has been promoted as almost miracu-
lous in its ability to generate signifi-
cant gains in educational improve-
ment. But there is evidence that indeed
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the success reflected in TAAS is not
also shown when other tests are ap-
plied to roughly the same group of stu-
dents in Texas. The National Assess-
ment of Educational Progress is a well
recognized test, and studies have
shown significant differences between
the success rates of students in Texas
on that test versus the success rate
touted by Texas officials using their
own tests.

We have to be very careful about
State tests because there is both the
technical difficulty of developing those
tests and also the political pressure to
make tests that everyone will succeed
in passing because it helps avoid tough
choices about helping schools and
tough actions about ensuring that
schools that do not work are ade-
quately addressed.

So we have a situation where we have
to be careful about the test. We also
have to be careful about the effect on
students. One other statistic from
Texas is that students who are leaving
high school short of a diploma and tak-
ing a GED instead has increased in
Texas significantly from approxi-
mately 47,000 in 1989 to 74,000 in 1996.
That is an increase of 57 percent. The
increase nationally was only 26 per-
cent. So we have to ask ourselves, were
people dropping out or being subtly or
not so subtly encouraged to leave be-
cause of the testing regime that was in
place in Texas?

There is another aspect that I al-
luded to: Not just those who choose to
take the GED but those who choose to
leave school entirely, forfeit the oppor-
tunity to improve their education, at
least temporarily, and seek other
means, either working or simply just
leaving school. Once again, if you look
at the cohort class of 1991, the year
TAAS was implemented, the percent-
age of students who progressed from
grade 6 to graduation dropped from 65
percent to 55 percent for black and His-
panic students and from 75 percent to
68 percent for white students. Once
again you have to ask yourself: Is this
testing causing unintended con-
sequences: Dropouts and alternate ap-
proaches to educational attainment,
like the GED? We have to be careful as
we go forward.

We also have to consider another
characteristic, and that is whether or
not all the students taking the test are
being counted in the test results. An-
other statistic in Texas is the increase
in those students who are being classi-
fied as ‘‘in special education,” who are
then not counted in a school’s account-
ability ratings.

Again, we have to be very careful as
we go forward on this testing issue to
ensure that these tests are benchmarks
of school performance and are not un-
fairly marking students on a one-time
basis for success or failure, or driving
students away from school when in fact
school could be more beneficial.

The other factor, too, and something
we have to be very much concerned
about, is that these testing regimes
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cost money. It has been estimated that
in my State of Rhode Island, if we were
to adopt the President’s proposal, each
year we would have to spend $3.2 mil-
lion simply for test development. On
top of that, funding would be needed to
implement and administer the tests.
That is a significant amount of money
in a very small State to devote just to
testing, because we also want to do
many other things: We want to im-
prove professional development, we
want to improve parental involvement,
and we want a host of other things that
cost money. If all the extra resources,
new resources at the local level, are
tied up in testing, that is going to take
us away from other important initia-
tives.

As a result, I believe if we are going
to embark on any form of mandated
Federal testing, the Federal Govern-
ment should provide this testing
money, which is an additional cost
that has not yet been recognized by the
President’s proposal. This brings us, of
course, to the notion of how much
money will there be for educational re-
form in this administration.

Everyone wants education reform.
We are about to embark on a process of
debate and deliberation that will lead,
I believe, rather quickly, to a new re-
authorization. But whatever we do de-
pends upon how much we are willing to
support this legislation with real re-
sources. The President last week an-
nounced he is proposing a $4.6 billion
increase in education spending which,
by his calculation, will be an 11.5-per-
cent increase in educational spending
in our budget.

Let’s look a little more closely at
those numbers. First, the President’s
proposal disregards the fact that we
have already advanced funded $2.1 bil-
lion in last year’s appropriation for the
coming year. So you have to, I think,
fairly, subtract that $2.1 billion we
have already committed in terms of
evaluating how much extra money is
going to education. When you do that,
you find out the increase is not 11.5
percent but it is 5.7 percent, about $2.4
billion extra.

You also have to put this in context.
That is a b5.7-percent increase, which
would be less than what we have done
in the last 4 out of 5 years. So one can
ask, where is all this extra money?
Where is this massive commitment,
this bold innovation to fix American
education? Where is it? Indeed, if you
look back over the last 5 years, we
have been averaging up to 13-percent
increases in educational spending. We
need the money as well as the rhetoric.
I hope whatever we do legislatively in
terms of authorization we match with
robust appropriations.

There is another aspect of the budget
with respect to education. This edu-
cational increase is not solely devoted
to elementary and secondary edu-
cation, because we also have a signifi-
cant support system for higher edu-
cation. When you look at that, the
money available just for elementary
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and secondary education in the Presi-
dent’s proposal is about $1.6 billion.
Again, that is not the robust, huge
sums that we need to start an edu-
cational revolution in conjunction with
the States.

If you look at the President’s pro-
posal, his commitment to Reading
First, which is his literacy program, is
$900 million. That is far above what we
are spending for literacy now. If that
commitment is made, then less than $1
billion would be available for all the
other programs, including title I, new
testing provisions, teacher quality,
safe schools, and afterschool programs.

So we really have to ask ourselves, is
there anything beyond the rhetoric, be-
yond the rhetoric?

Are there resources that are going to
go into this educational reform? If we
don’t commit the money, then this will
be an exercise that will be ineffective
in addressing the reality of the public
education problem in this country.

I believe we have to have real edu-
cation reform. I believe we can do it.
We should build on the success of the
past. We should recognize that we al-
ready have in place accountability pro-
visions of title I schools upon which we
can build. But we also have to do other
things such as reinvigorate our direct
support of library materials. We have
to ensure that there is effective paren-
tal involvement. We have to provide
teachers with sustained, effective, and
intensive mentoring and professional
development, as well as provide prin-
cipals with effective leadership train-
ing. We have to help schools and com-
munities work together to address not
just the educational challenges of chil-
dren but some of the health care and
social challenges that detract from
their education. We can do this, and we
should do this.

I hope over the next several weeks
and months, throughout the delibera-
tions on the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act, we will come to-
gether on an elementary and secondary
education development plan that will
be significant and meaningful, that
will be built on our past success, and
that will assist States and localities,
and that we will find the funds nec-
essary to translate our words into
deeds. By doing so, we will realize edu-
cational improvement in America and
ensure well-educated young people who
can not only man the increasingly
complex positions in our economy but
continue to be citizens who will sustain
and move the country forth.

I yield the floor. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In my
capacity as a Member from the State of
Wyoming, I ask unanimous consent to
dispense with the quorum call. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

RECESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the Senate stands in recess
until the hour of 2:15 p.m.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 12:46 p.m., recessed until 2:15 p.m.

Whereupon, the Senate, at 2:15 p.m.,
reassembled when called to order by
the Presiding Officer (Mr. INHOFE).

————
MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate is in a period of morning business,
with Senators permitted to speak
therein for up to 10 minutes each.

In my capacity as a Senator from the
State of Oklahoma, I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———

MEASURE READ THE FIRST
TIME—S. 397

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I have a
bill at the desk, and I ask for its con-
sideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will read the bill by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A Dbill (S. 397) to amend the Defense Base
Closure Realignment Act of 1990 to authorize
additional rounds of base closures and re-
alignments under that act in 2003 and 2005, to
modify certain authorities relating to clo-
sures and realignments under that Act, and
for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona is recognized.

Mr. McCAIN. I thank the Chair.

(The remarks of Mr. MCCAIN per-
taining to the introduction of S. 397 are
located in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.””)

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BROWNBACK). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The

———

NATIONAL ENERGY SECURITY ACT
OF 2001

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I rise
to congratulate my colleague, Senator
MURKOWSKI, for his efforts in devel-
oping the National Energy Security
Act of 2001. This act represents a col-
lection of critically important actions;
actions that can move the Nation be-
yond the almost perpetual energy cri-
ses that we’ve experienced in the last
few years.
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Our Nation has not followed or even
developed a comprehensive energy
strategy for far too long. We’ve all paid
the price for that omission. Major
changes in energy availability and
prices are devastating the lives of
many of our citizens.

We have seen o0il prices gyrate in the
last two years by over three times. At
one extreme, we destroyed much of our
ability to develop new o0il and gas
wells. At the other extreme, we im-
pacted the Nation’s economy. And
throughout the last few years. we have
prohibited exploration and utilization
of public lands that could have been
impacting some of our most critical
shortages.

Natural gas prices have more than
tripled just this year in many parts of
the country. The impact on millions of
our citizens has created another major
crisis.

We have seen the economy of Cali-
fornia, the sixth largest economy when
compared to all the nations of the
world, brought to its knees by the re-
cent energy shortages. Blackouts have
struck in unpredictable patterns, dis-
rupting lives. Unfortunately, California
is only the first of many areas that are
likely to be impacted by the lack of
past coherent policy.

It has been terribly frustrating to me
to recognize that most of these prob-
lems were caused by our own actions,
or lack of actions. We have had help
falling into these traps, of course, from
OPEC for example. But much of these
problems are completely predictable.
Actions could and absolutely should
have been taken to drastically miti-
gate the severity of the impacts.

I appreciate that Senator MURKOWSKI
has taken care in his bill to recognize
and emphasize that there is no one
““silver bullet” to solve our nation’s en-
ergy problems. His bill creates opportu-
nities for all of the major energy
sources to maximize their contribution
to our nation’s energy needs; that’s the
only credible approach to the severity
of the current issues.

His bill recognizes that no single en-
ergy source represents a vast untapped
resource, ready for immediate exploi-
tation. It recognizes that solutions
have to include options that impact
our needs in the near term, like more
natural gas and safe pipelines, as well
as approaches that have much longer
lead times, like nuclear power and re-
newables. And while natural gas en-
ables relatively near term impacts
with only modest pollution concerns, it
is a finite resource and any credible na-
tional energy policy has to address a
future without readily obtained sup-
plies of natural gas.

Solutions have to build on our exist-
ing major national energy providers,
like the coal and nuclear plants that
provide more than 70 percent of our
electricity today. And where these
large providers have risk areas, like air
emissions from coal and a credible na-
tional strategy for spent nuclear fuel,
we must work diligently to address the
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risk areas. Where the past administra-
tion argued that these risks meant we
should minimize the contribution from
these sources, we should instead face
the reality that these sources represent
some of our major national strengths
and end biases against their success.

The days of arguing for massive re-
search and incentives only for one sin-
gle source of energy and only for im-
proved efficiency, as if they alone can
solve our nation’s long term energy
needs, must be put far behind us. They
need to be recognized for what they
are, important components of a coher-
ent national energy strategy, and abso-
lutely not a ‘‘silver bullet.”

This National Energy Security Act
addresses virtually all of these widely
divergent, but critically important,
areas of national policy. I enthusiasti-
cally support the act as a vitally nec-
essary step in achieving the energy sta-
bility that our citizens demand.

In selected areas, like coal and nu-
clear, additional bills may prove useful
to target actions on these specific
sources. I'm working on such a bill for
nuclear energy, and Senator BYRD has
a legislative thrust for clean coal.
These bills can build on the National
Energy Security Act and strengthen it
in some key areas.

I salute the efforts of the chairman of
the Energy and Natural Resources
Committee for his untiring efforts to
advance this bill. It’s not easy to in-
clude in one package a set of initia-
tives that impact all of the major
sources of our Nation’s energy. From
new incentives for oil and gas explo-
ration, to improved pipeline safety, to
creation of vitally needed new domes-
tic oil fields, to major expansion of our
current woefully inadequate clean coal
programs, to strong support for renew-
ables, and to measures to ensure that
nuclear energy remains a viable and
strong option for our Nation’s energy
needs—this bill covers the whole range.

I'm proud to join Senator MURKOWSKI
as a cosponsor of his National Energy
Security Act of 2001 and urge my col-
leagues to join in supporting this key
initiative.

—

NOMINATION OF JOSEPH
ALLBAUGH

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, on Feb-
ruary 15, 2001 the Senate voted 91-0 to
confirm Mr. Joseph Allbaugh to be Di-
rector of the Federal Emergency Man-
agement Agency. I was absent from
this vote due to a pre-scheduled sur-
gery that afternoon. Had I been in the
Chamber on February 15, I would have
voted for Mr. Allbaugh, and my vote
would not have affected the outcome
on this unanimous demonstration of
support for this confirmation. I look
forward to working with Mr. Allbaugh
at his post at FEMA. This agency is
the critical link in the ability of our
communities to prepare for and recover
from natural disasters which inevi-
tably strike our nation.
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THE CHILD CITIZENSHIP ACT OF
2000

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President,
today marks a special day in the lives
of tens of thousands of American fami-
lies. Families who have adopted chil-
dren from other nations, providing
them with safe environments, good
food, a good education, and most im-
portantly, loving homes.

Traditionally, adoptive families have
had to endure a lengthy and expensive
bureaucratic process, and navigate
through a daunting maze of paperwork,
as they have tried to secure U.S. citi-
zenship for their foreign-born adopted
children. All that changed first thing
this morning when the Child Citizen-
ship Act of 2000 took effect. This im-
portant act of Congress, which passed
the Senate unanimously last October,
cleared the way today for approxi-
mately 75,000 children adopted from
abroad to become Americans. When
these children went to sleep last night,
they were in naturalization limbo.
When they woke up this morning, they
were citizens of the United States of
America. I send my warmest welcome
to these new young Americans.

In some cases, adoptive parents were
not aware of the need to file applica-
tions for citizenship for their adopted
children. Many of these children grew
up to discover they were not considered
U.S. citizens. Some have faced the pos-
sibility of having to return to a coun-
try they have never known. The Child
Citizenship Act of 2000 corrected this
injustice.

Today, families in Colorado and
across this Nation, celebrate the auto-
matic citizenship of foreign-adopted
children who meet the requirements
outlined in the act. For the O’Neil fam-
ily of Englewood, Colorado among
many such families across the state
and our nation, it is a day of great joy.

Today is a day when we greet many
new U.S. citizens. I wish to extend my
congratulations to our newest and
youngest citizens and their families, as
well as to my colleagues who worked so
diligently to make this day possible.

———

TRIBUTE TO ALAN CRANSTON

Mr. CLELAND. Mr. President, one of
the first times I ever came to the Dirk-
sen Senate Office Building, a location
where I now have my Senate office, was
on December 12, 1969, some 20 months
after my injury in Vietnam, when I was
summoned to appear before the Senate
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs about
how the Veterans Administration was
handling returning Vietnam war vet-
erans. That meeting was chaired by a
tall, lean Senator from California
named Alan Cranston and it was the
start of a three decade friendship.
Thus, in 1974 after experiencing what
hopefully will prove to be my only
electoral defeat, in the Democratic Pri-
mary for Lieutenant Governor of Geor-
gia, one of the first people I turned to
was Senator Cranston, who generously
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accepted my offer to come out to Cali-
fornia to campaign for his successful
re-election. Then, after the General
Election, he came to my aid by serving
as guest-of-honor at a fund-raising din-
ner to pay off my campaign debt. And
to top it off, Senator Cranston helped
me get a job as a special investigator
for the Senate Veterans’ Affairs Com-
mittee, which is where I was serving
when President Carter selected me to
head the VA, in no small part because
of the strong recommendation of Alan
Cranston.

I hope this short discourse makes it
clear the debt of gratitude that I per-
sonally owed to Senator Cranston, but
more importantly, it is indicative of
the kind of man Alan was: dynamic,
thoughtful, compassionate. He touched
many lives, including veterans who
benefited from his tireless commit-
ment especially on behalf of Vietnam
era veterans, future generations of
Americans who today and for all time
to come will benefit from his far-sight-
ed commitment to the protection of
our land, air and water and for citizens
of the world who benefit from his long-
time commitment to world peace, a
cause he continued to pursue till the
end of his life through the Global Secu-
rity Institute.

Another part of the Cranston legacy
is perhaps somewhat less known to the
general public: his efforts on behalf of
the disabled. When Alan Cranston came
to the Senate in 1969, those with dis-
abilities had virtually no legal protec-
tions against various forms of discrimi-
nation and indeed faced many barriers,
physical and otherwise, to just getting
in to the halls of government. To Alan
Cranston, that was unacceptable. He
led the efforts to enact the landmark
Federal Rehabilitation Act of 1973
which outlawed discrimination against
the disabled in all federally funded pro-
grams.

Among its many provisions, the 1973
law: Required federally funded build-
ings to be made accessible; promoted
the hiring and advancement of quali-
fied persons with disabilities by the
Federal Government; and established
the Architectural and Transportation
Barriers Compliance Board, which has
responsibility for setting standards for
accessibility and for assisting and en-
forcing compliance with accessibility
laws. I was honored to be named to
that Board by President Carter in 1979.

Throughout the remainder of the
1970’s Alan worked to revamp federally
assisted State vocational rehabilita-
tion programs by his sponsorship of
laws that gave priority to the most se-
riously disabled and, most impor-
tantly, required a focus and follow-
through on employment. In 1980, he
sponsored successful legislation to
make these same improvements in vo-
cational rehabilitation programs for
veterans. And in 1990, Senator Cranston
was a leading co-sponsor of the Ameri-
cans with Disabilities Act, which in
many ways was a culmination of two
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decades of leadership by Senator Cran-
ston on behalf of fairness and oppor-
tunity for persons with disabilities.

It was a great honor to have known
and worked with Alan Cranston. Our
country is a better place because of his
achievements, which we celebrate
today.

————

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
STANDARDS AND TECHNOLOGY

e Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I rise
today to commemorate the Centennial
Anniversary of the National Institute
of Standards and Technology in Gai-
thersburg, which will occur on March 3,

01.

NIST and its scientists, researchers,
and other personnel have a tremendous
list of accomplishments over the last
100 years. Through its support of indus-
try and its development of critical
technology measurements, standards,
and applications, NIST has played a
critical role in our Nation’s techno-

logical advances and, indeed, has
helped to revolutionize the U.S. econ-
omy.

Initially founded as the National Bu-
reau of Standards, NIST is our Nation’s
oldest Federal laboratory. In fact, the
Institute’s mission was first stated in
the Articles of Confederation and the
U.S. Constitution, making it as old as
the Republic itself. The initial purpose
of the Institute was to establish au-
thoritative national standards of quan-
tities and products. In its first three
decades, NIST mainly served industries
working to modernize by improving
physical measurements, standards de-
velopment, and testing methods. Dur-
ing this time, the Institute played an
instrumental role in the creation of
such critical 20th century innovations
as the measurement of electricity, im-
provement of product assembly tech-
niques, development of the aviation
and automobile industry, and the cre-
ation of the radio.

After aiding the military effort dur-
ing World War II, the National Insti-
tute of Standards and Technology and
its workforce helped to develop many
of the scientific innovations that have
enabled our modern economy to flour-
ish. NIST was able to foster and im-
prove measurements of temperature,
force, time, and weights. These and
other technical improvements enabled
the U.S. space program, aviation and
naval industries, and perhaps the most
importantly, the computer industry to

excel.

In 1988, in part to emphasize its di-
verse range of activities, the National
Bureau of Standards was renamed the
National Institute of Standards and
Technology. Today, the Institute con-
tinues to act as a behind-the-scenes
specialist in the systems and oper-
ations that collectively drive the U.S.
economy, including satellite, commu-
nication and transportation networks,
and our laboratories, factories, hos-
pitals, and businesses.
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Over the years, I have had the oppor-
tunity to work closely with a number
of individuals at the National Institute
of Standards and Technology and I can
personally attest to the high caliber,
quality, and commitment of its work-
force. NIST employs many of our Na-
tion’s most dedicated and talented sci-
entists, as is evidenced by its legacy of
a number of Nobel-Prize winners.

More recently, I along with the rest
of the Maryland delegation have
worked with the Institute on a com-
prehensive ten year initiative to up-
grade its laboratory infrastructure,
which is expected to be completed by
the year 2004. It is our hope that
through this effort, with upgraded fa-
cilities, to match the quality of its per-
sonnel, NIST will be able to continue
advancing the scientific and techno-
logical infrastructure of U.S. industry
into the 21st Century.

Again, we take great pride in the ac-
complishments of the National Insti-
tute of Standards and Technology, in
the people that work there, and in hav-
ing the Institute in Maryland. I com-
mend NIST for its 100 years of success
and remarkable achievements and am
confident that it will continue its re-
markable track record of advancing
science and technology for hundreds of
years to come.®

e —

SONNY O’DAY

e Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, on
February 7, 2001, the State of Montana
bid farewell to a favored son from Lau-
rel, Montana. ‘“Sonny O’Day,” the Kid
from Meaderville, was a local hero and
businessman who held his family,
friends and fans close to his heart.
SONNY O’DAY (CHARLES A. GEORGE), 1913-2001
Sonny O’Day, the Kid From Meaderville,
boxed his final round, hung up his gloves,
snuffed his famous stogie, and exited the
ring quietly in his sleep on Wednesday, Janu-

ary 31.
Sonny, whose legal name was Charles Au-

gustus George, was born Carlo Giorgi on
March 8, 1913, to David and Rosa,
Ragghianti, Giorgi in Lucca, Italy. His fa-
ther was Kkilled during World War I. Rosa
emigrated to America with her three chil-
dren to marry her brother-in-law, Angelo
Giorgi, in 1920. They passed through Ellis Is-
land, where the family name was American-
ized to ‘‘George,” and took the train through
the vast expanses of their new country to the
Montana mining community of Meaderville,

in Butte.

Sonny loved all sports and was a natural
athlete. Starting to box as a 10-year-old,
Sonny was a protégé of Butte’s Pat Sullivan
Boxing Club. He represented the club in ama-
teur fights throughout the State. He also
was an avid football player, swimmer and
diver. The City Championship football pho-
tograph of his Franklin School team was
proudly displayed in his Wall of Fame.

Sonny was privately religious and moral,
and proudly remembered his years as an

altar boy at St. Joseph’s Parish.
His life-long commitment to family began

early when he held his dying mother in his
arms at age 14. After her death, Sonny gath-
ered his younger sister and invalid step-
father, Angelo, escorting them back to the
family villa in Italy. After Angelo’s death,
Sonny immediately returned to the U.S. to
avoid being conscripted into Mussolini’s
army.
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Upon returning from Italy in the early
1930’s, the 16-year-old orphan arrived in New
York City, where he was told his pugilism
could earn him money. He paid his dues
sleeping in an Eastside gym and in Central
Park in order to get his big break. Lying
about his age, he fought amateur bouts until
an agent spotted him and said, ‘“You’ve got
talent, kid, but the Irish control the game.
Nobody is gonna come see an Italian boxer!”’
Sonny’s reddish hair and freckles were the
perfect fit to a new identity—Sonny O’Day—
and new birthdate—St. Patrick’s Day.

Spanning the next 17 years, welterweight
Sonny fought 529 fights, lost 32 and had, as
Sonny used to say, ‘‘some draws and the rest
wins,” in Madison Square Garden, Sunset
Garden, and other major venues throughout
the United States. He first met World Heavy
Weight Champion Jack Dempsey when he
refereed one of Sonny’s early fights.

Living by the adage: ‘‘Smile and the world
smiles with you, cry and you cry alone,”
Sonny was known to greet strangers with his
famous smile, booming voice, crunching
handshake, and the introductory greeting,
‘“‘Shake the hand that shook the world!”

His love of Butte was as strong as his hand-
shake. He rarely called the city by name. To
him, it was “The Sacred City,” and Butte
cherished him in return, calling him ‘‘The
Mayor of Meaderville,” ‘‘The Meaderville
Phantom,” and ‘‘Butte’s Boxing Star.”’

Sonny took his professional boxing earn-
ings and opened two famous Butte night-
clubs in the late 1930’s: The Savoy and Mel-
ody Lane. There, he entertained sports and
Hollywood greats including Gene Tunney,
Cary Grant and Barbara Hutton.

He proudly served the U.S. Army during
World War II, and married Carra Burton on
September 20, 1944, while stationed in Gads-
den, Alabama. The couple returned to Mon-
tana after the war where he established his
bar and tavern in Laurel.

Sonny O’Day’s ‘‘Boxing Hall of Cham-
pions,” complete with a boxing ring, was his
passion. He entertained beneath his pictures
and memorabilia with stories that rhap-
sodized his listeners. He loved every minute
of it, and bragged that he would never retire.
Children came in for free candy, and parents
came in for Sonny to give the kids their first
lessons in self-defense. Sonny’s bar was a
local tourist attraction for years, and is list-
ed as one of Montana’s favorites in a number
of publications.

Sonny’s St. Patrick’s Day celebrations
were legendary for thousands of fans who de-
scended on the community. It was cus-
tomary for the Governor—Republican or
Democrat—to call Sonny on St. Patrick’s
Day to wish him happy birthday. In 1986,
Governor Ted Schwinden decided a phone
call wasn’t good enough, and came to Laurel
to host Sonny’s St. Patrick’s Day party. The
Laurel Chamber of Commerce surprised
Sonny on St. Patrick’s Day 1995 by honoring
him for 50 years of business. The highlight
was a celebrated bout between Sonny and
special guest Todd Foster, fellow Montana
boxing welterweight and 1988 Olympian. Fos-
ter allowed Sonny his final knockout punch
for the ‘“Downtown Laurel Businessmen’s
Crown.”

In 1952, Golden Gloves Boxing came to
Montana, and Sonny helped train these
young fighters. At the Shrine Temple in Bil-
lings, Golden Gloves championships of an
eight-State region took place, and Sonny ref-
ereed the very first bout and many more
over the years.

When boxing turned professional in Mon-
tana, Sonny served on the State Athletic
Commission for 26 years under seven dif-
ferent governors. This led him to bring 77
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professional bouts to Montana, including
three world championship fights. As chair-
man of the Commission, he promoted the
Gene Fullmer-Joey Giardello Middleweight
Championship of the World title match on
April 29, 1960, in Bozeman.

Basements and gyms all over Billings and
Laurel were the sites for years to come as
Sonny trained young fighters. He estimated
that he helped develop 2,500-3,000 fighters
during those years.

The Student Council of Eastern Montana
College, now Montana State University-Bil-
lings, originated the annual Sonny O’Day
Smoker, a fund raiser that entertained the
greater Billings area from 1975-81.

Sonny’s civic community service included
30 years as a Kiwanian, including service as
a State Lieutenant Governor; a lifetime
member of the Elks; and a founding member
of the Montana Gambling Commission. Al-
though he was a professional boxer, he did
not believe in corporal punishment, and his
daughters fondly remember they never re-
ceived anything but love from ‘‘those reg-
istered hands!”” Whenever the mines in Butte
went on strike, he would spearhead caravans
of trucks to take food and presents to the
miners. He never forgot to feed the alley
cats—even on holidays. For a man who had
earned his living by the ‘“‘manly act of self-
defense,”” as Sonny called it, those who knew
him saw a gentle soul who lavished Kkisses
and never hesitated to cry tears of sadness or
joy.

His love of cooking was legendary, and no
one could enter his home without being in-
vited to dinner. His family never knew who
Sonny would bring home to dinner. Jack
Dempsey, Sugar Ray Seale, numerous gov-
ernors and senators, including Mike Mans-
field, sat at the family table in Laurel.

Sonny never forgot his Italian roots, and
continued to visit and support his sister and
her family in Lucca until her death. Visits to
the family villa in Lucca rejuvenated him.
He was especially proud of the family legacy:
The Ragghianti Art Museum, renowned in
the province of Tuscany.

Sonny is survived by his wife of 56 years,
Carra Burton George; his three daughters:
Mary-Glynn, Terry, Cromwell of Missoula
and grandchildren Charlie, Lauren and
David; Nancy, Sam, Talboom of Green River,
Wyo. and grandchildren Justin, Carlee, and
Jake; and Shelley, Larry, Van Atta of Bil-
lings and grandchildren John, Nick, and
Marissa; sister-in-law Lois George and her
children Michael and Mary Grace, of San
Diego, Calif.; and nieces Elisa Mussi and
Lalla Volpi, and nephew Carlo Volpi, of
Lucca, Italy. He was preceded in death by his
parents; brother Gus George; sister Mary
Volpi; and son-in-law John Pingree.

God surely must be dancing in Heaven,
knowing you’re joining Him, Sonny; just as
you surely will tell Him, “It’s all in the foot-
work.” e

————

IN HONOR OF THE FIFTH GRAD-
ERS AT SHOEMAKER SCHOOL IN
MACUNGIE, PENNSYLVANIA

e Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I
stand before you today to recognize a
select number of outstanding students
from Macungie, Pennsylvania. I was
honored to hear of a tremendous serv-
ice that these fine young boys and girls
did at Shoemaker School in November
of last year.

Seventy-five fifth graders in the
Community Service Club of Shoemaker
School conducted a walk-a-thon to
raise money for paralyzed veterans

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

across the United States through the
Paralyzed Veterans of America. The
walk-a-thon occurred over several
school days, where the children walked
during breaks during the school day.
Some children even sacrificed their
lunches and walked in the rain and
cold weather just to raise a few more
dollars.

These fine young Americans set a
wonderful example to men, women, and
children everywhere. With a little ini-
tiative and a lot of heart, the fifth
graders at Shoemaker School were able
to help paralyzed veterans throughout
our great Nation. I commend each and
everyone of these dedicated, selfless
children, and it is an honor for me to
recognize them today.e

————

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages from the President of the
United States were communicated to
the Senate by Ms. Evans, one of his
secretaries.

————————

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session the Presiding
Officer laid before the Senate messages
from the President of the United
States submitting sundry nominations
which were referred to the appropriate
committees.

(The nominations received today are
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.)

————

REPORT ON THE EMERGENCY DE-
CLARED WITH RESPECT TO THE
GOVERNMENT OF CUBA’S DE-
STRUCTION OF TWO UNARMED
U.S. REGISTERED CIVILIAN AIR-
CRAFT IN INTERNATIONAL AIR-
SPACE NORTH OF CUBA ON FEB-
RUARY 14, 1996 IS TO CONTINUE
IN EFFECT BEYOND MARCH 1,
2001—MESSAGE FROM THE PRESI-
DENT—PM 7

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the following message
from the President of the TUnited
States, together with an accompanying
report; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs.

To the Congress of the United States:
Section 202(d) of the National Emer-
gencies Act (60 U.S.C. 1622(d)) provides
for the automatic termination of a na-
tional emergency unless, prior to the
anniversary date of its declaration, the
President publishes in the Federal Reg-
ister and transmits to the Congress a
notice stating that the emergency is to
continue in effect beyond the anniver-
sary date. In accordance with this pro-
vision, I have sent the enclosed notice
to the Federal Register for publication,
which states that the emergency de-
clared with respect to the Government
of Cuba’s destruction of two unarmed
U.S.-registered civilian aircraft in
international airspace north of Cuba on
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February 24, 1996, is to continue in ef-
fect beyond March 1, 2001.
GEORGE W. BUSH.
THE WHITE HOUSE, February 27, 2001.

——————

REPORT ON THE PROPOSED BUDG-
ET FOR THE UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA—MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT—PM 8

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the following message
from the President of the TUnited
States, together with an accompanying
report; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

To the Congress of the United States:

Mr. Speaker, Mr. Vice President,
Members of Congress:

It is a great privilege to be here to
outline a new budget and a new ap-
proach for governing our great coun-
try.

I thank you for your invitation to
speak here tonight. I want to thank so
many of you who have accepted my in-
vitation to come to the White House to
discuss important issues. We are off to
a good start. I will continue to meet
with you and ask for your input. You
have been kind and candid, and I thank
you for making a new President feel
welcome.

The last time I visited the Capitol, I
came to take an oath. On the steps of
this building, I pledged to honor our
Constitution and laws, and I asked you
to join me in setting a tone of civility
and respect in Washington. I hope
America is noticing the difference. We
are making progress. Together, we are
changing the tone of our Nation’s cap-
ital. And this spirit of respect and co-
operation is vital—because in the end,
we will be judged not only by what we
say or how we say it, but by what we
are able to accomplish.

America today is a nation with great
challenges—but greater resources. An
artist using statistics as a brush could
paint two very different pictures of our
country. One would have warning
signs: increasing layoffs, rising energy
prices, too many failing schools, per-
sistent poverty, the stubborn vestiges
of racism. Another picture would be
full of blessings: a balanced budget, big
surpluses, a military that is second to
none, a country at peace with its
neighbors, technology that is revolu-
tionizing the world, and our greatest
strength, concerned citizens who care
for our country and for each other.

Neither picture is complete in and of
itself. And tonight I challenge and in-
vite Congress to work with me to use
the resources of one picture to repaint
the other—to direct the advantages of
our time to solve the problems of our
people.

Some of these resources will come
from government—some, but not all.
Year after year in Washington, budget
debates seem to come down to an old,
tired argument: on one side, those who
want more government, regardless of
the cost; on the other, those who want
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less government,
need.

We should leave those arguments to
the last century and chart a different
course. Government has a role, and an
important one. Yet too much govern-
ment crowds out initiative and hard
work, private charity and the private
economy. Our new governing vision
says government should be active, but
limited, engaged, but not overbearing.

My budget is based on that philos-
ophy. It is reasonable and it is respon-
sible. It meets our obligations and
funds our growing needs. We increase
spending next year for Social Security
and Medicare and other entitlement
programs by $81 billion. We have in-
creased spending for discretionary pro-
grams by a very responsible 4 percent,
above the rate of inflation. My plan
pays down an unprecedented amount of
our national debt, and then when
money is still left over, my plan re-
turns it to the people who earned it in
the first place.

A budget’s impact is counted in dol-
lars, but measured in lives. Excellent
schools, quality health care, a secure
retirement, a cleaner environment, a
stronger defense—these are all impor-
tant needs and we fund them.

The highest percentage increase in
our budget should go to our children’s
education. Education is my top pri-
ority and by supporting this budget,
you will make it yours as well.

Reading is the foundation of all
learning, so during the next 5 years, we
triple spending, adding another $5 bil-
lion to help every child in America
learn to read. Values are important, so
we have tripled funding for character
education to teach our children not
only reading and writing, but right
from wrong.

We have increased funding to train
and recruit teachers, because we know
a good education starts with a good
teacher. And I have a wonderful part-
ner in this effort. I like teachers so
much, I married one. Please help me
salute our gracious First Lady, Laura
Bush.

Laura has begun a new effort to re-
cruit Americans to the profession that
will shape our future: teaching. Laura
will travel across America, to promote
sound teaching practices and early
reading skills in our schools and in pro-
grams such as Head Start.

When it comes to our schools, dollars
alone do not always make the dif-
ference. Funding is important, and so
is reform. So we must tie funding to
higher standards and accountability
for results.

I believe in local control of schools:
we should not and we will not run our
public schools from Washington. Yet
when the Federal Government spends
tax dollars, we must insist on results.

Children should be tested on basic
reading and math skills every year, be-
tween grades three and eight. Meas-
uring is the only way to know whether
all our children are learning—and I
want to know, because I refuse to leave
any child behind.

regardless of the
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Critics of testing contend it distracts
from learning. They talk about ‘‘teach-
ing to the test.” But let us put that
logic to the test. If you test children on
basic math and reading skills, and you
are ‘‘teaching to the test,” you are
teaching . .. math and reading. And
that is the whole idea.

As standards rise, local schools will
need more flexibility to meet them. So
we must streamline the dozens of Fed-
eral education programs into five and
let States spend money in those cat-
egories as they see fit.

Schools will be given a reasonable
chance to improve, and the support to
do so. Yet if they do not, if they con-
tinue to fail, we must give parents and
students different options—a better
public school, a private school, tutor-
ing, or a charter school. In the end,
every child in a bad situation must be
given a better choice, because when it
comes to our children, failure is not an
option.

Another priority in my budget is to
keep the vital promises of Medicare
and Social Security, and together we
will do so. To meet the health care
needs of all America’s seniors, we dou-
ble the Medicare budget over the next
10 years.

My budget dedicates $238 billion to
Medicare next year alone, enough to
fund all current programs and to begin
a new prescription drug benefit for low-
income seniors. No senior in America
should have to choose between buying
food and buying prescriptions.

To make sure the retirement savings
of America’s seniors are not diverted to
any other program—my budget pro-
tects all $2.6 trillion of the Social Se-
curity surplus for Social Security and
for Social Security alone.

My budget puts a priority on access
to health care—without telling Ameri-
cans what doctor they have to see or
what coverage they must choose.

Many working Americans do not
have health care coverage. We will help
them buy their own insurance with re-
fundable tax credits. And to provide
quality care in low-income neighbor-
hoods, over the next 5 years we will
double the number of people served at
community health care centers.

And we will address the concerns of
those who have health coverage yet
worry their insurance company does
not care and will not pay. Together,
this Congress and this President will
find common ground to make sure doc-
tors make medical decisions and pa-
tients get the health care they deserve
with a Patients’ Bill of Rights.

When it comes to their health, people
want to get the medical care they need,
not be forced to go to court because
they did not get it. We will ensure ac-
cess to the courts for those with legiti-
mate claims, but first, let us put in
place a strong independent review so
we promote quality health care, not
frivolous lawsuits.

My budget also increases funding for
medical research, which gives hope to
many who struggle with serious dis-
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ease. Our prayers tonight are with one
of your own who is engaged in his own
fight against cancer, a fine representa-
tive and a good man, Congressman JOE
MOAKLEY. God bless you, JOE. And I
can think of no more appropriate trib-
ute to JOE than to have the Congress
finish the job of doubling the budget
for the National Institutes of Health.

My New Freedom Initiative for
Americans with Disabilities funds new
technologies, expands opportunities to
work, and makes our society more wel-
coming. For the more than 50 million
Americans with disabilities, we must
continue to break down barriers to
equality.

The budget I propose to you also sup-
ports the people who keep our country
strong and free, the men and women
who serve in the United States mili-
tary. I am requesting $5.7 billion in in-
creased military pay and benefits, and
health care and housing. Our men and
women in uniform give America their
best and we owe them our support.

America’s veterans honored their
commitment to our country through
their military service. I will honor our
commitment to them with a billion
dollar increase to ensure better access
to quality care and faster decisions on
benefit claims.

My budget will improve our environ-
ment by accelerating the cleanup of
toxic Brownfields. And I propose we
make a major investment in conserva-
tion by fully funding the Land and
Water Conservation Fund.

Our National Parks have a special
place in our country’s life. Our parks
are places of great natural beauty and
history. As good stewards, we must
leave them better than we have found
them, so I propose providing $4.9 billion
in resources over 5 years for the upkeep
of these national treasures.

And my budget adopts a hopeful new
approach to help the poor and dis-
advantaged. We must encourage and
support the work of charities and faith-
based and community groups that offer
help and love one person at a time.
These groups are working in every
neighborhood in America, to fight
homelessness and addiction and domes-
tic violence, to provide a hot meal or a
mentor or a safe haven for our chil-
dren. Government should welcome
these groups to apply for funds, not
discriminate against them.

Government cannot be replaced by
charities or volunteers. And govern-
ment should not fund religious activi-
ties. But our Nations should support
the good works of these good people
who are helping neighbors in need.

So I am proposing allowing all tax-
payers, whether they itemize or not, to
deduct their charitable contributions.
Estimates show this could encourage
as much as $14 billion a year in new
charitable giving—money that will
save and change lives.

Our budget provides more than $700
million over the next 10 years for a
Federal Compassion Capital Fund with
a focused and noble mission: to provide
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a mentor to the more than 1 million
children with a parent in prison, and to
support other local efforts to fight il-
literacy, teen pregnancy, drug addic-
tion, and other difficult problems.

With us tonight is the Mayor of
Philadelphia. Please help me welcome
Mayor John Street. Mayor Street has
encouraged faith-based and community
organizations to make a difference in
Philadelphia and he has invited me to
his city this summer, to see compas-
sion in action.

I am personally aware of just how ef-
fective the Mayor is. Mayor Street is a
Democrat. Let the record show that I
lost his city. But some things are big-
ger than politics. So I look forward to
coming to your city to see your faith-
based programs in action.

As government promotes compassion,
it also must promote justice. Too many
of our citizens have cause to doubt our
Nation’s justice when the law points a
finger of suspicion at groups, instead of
individuals. All our citizens are created
equal and must be treated equally. Ear-
lier today I asked Attorney General
Ashcroft to develop specific rec-
ommendations to end racial profiling.
It is wrong. We must end it.

In so doing, we will not hinder the
work of our Nation’s brave police offi-
cers. They protect us every day, often
at great risk. But by stopping the
abuses of a few, we will add to the pub-
lic confidence our police officers earn
and deserve.

My budget has funded a responsible
increase in our ongoing operations, it
has funded our Nation’s important pri-
orities, it has protected Social Secu-
rity and Medicare, and our surpluses
are big enough that there is still
money left over.

Many of you have talked about the
need to pay down our national debt. I
have listened, and I agree.

My budget proposal pays down an un-
precedented amount of public debt. We
owe it to our children and grand-
children to act now, and I hope you
will join me to pay down $2 trillion in
debt during the next 10 years.

At the end of those 10 years, we will
have paid down all the debt that is
available to retire. That is more debt
repaid more quickly than has ever been
repaid by any nation at any time in
history.

We should also prepare for the unex-
pected, for the uncertainties of the fu-
ture. We should approach our Nation’s
budget as any prudent family would,
with a contingency fund for emer-
gencies or additional spending needs.
For example, after a strategic review,
we may need to increase defense spend-
ing, we may need additional money for
our farmers, or additional money to re-
form Medicare. And so my budget sets
aside almost a trillion dollars over 10
years for additional needs . . . that is
one trillion additional reasons you can
feel comfortable supporting this budg-
et.

We have increased our budget at a re-
sponsible 4 percent, we have funded our
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priorities, we have paid down all the
available debt, we have prepared for

contingencies—and we still have
money left over.
Yogi Berra once said: ‘“When you

come to a fork in the road, take it.”
Now we come to a fork in the road. We
have two choices. Even though we have
already met our needs, we could spend
the money on more and bigger govern-
ment. That is the road our Nation has
traveled in recent years. Last year,
government spending shot up 8 percent.
That is far more than our economy
grew, far more than personal income
grew and far more than the rate of in-
flation. If you continue on that road,
you will spend the surplus and have to
dip into Social Security to pay other
bills.

Unrestrained government spending is
a dangerous road to deficits, so we
must take a different path. The other
choice is to let the American people
spend their own money to meet their
own needs, to fund their own priorities
and pay down their own debts. I hope
you will join me and stand firmly on
the side of the people.

The growing surplus exists because
taxes are too high and government is
charging more than it needs. The peo-
ple of America have been overcharged
and on their behalf, I am here to ask
for a refund.

Some say my tax plan is too big, oth-
ers say it is too small. I respectfully
disagree. This tax relief is just right.

I did not throw darts at a board to
come up with a number for tax relief. I
did not take a poll, or develop an arbi-
trary formula that might sound good. I
looked at problems in the tax code and
calculated the cost to fix them.

A tax rate of 15 percent is too high
for those who earn low wages, so we
lowered the rate to 10 percent. No one
should pay more than a third of the
money they earn in Federal income
taxes, so we lowered the top rate to 33
percent. This reform will be welcome
relief for America’s small businesses,
which often pay taxes at the highest
rate, and help for small business means
jobs for Americans.

We simplified the tax code by reduc-
ing the number of tax rates from the
current five rates to four lower ones:
10, 15, 25, and 33 percent. In my plan, no
one is targeted in or targeted out . . .
every one who pays income taxes will
get tax relief.

Our government should not tax, and
thereby discourage marriage, so we re-
duced the marriage penalty. I want to
help families rear and support their
children, so we doubled the child credit
to $1,000 per child. It is not fair to tax
the same earnings twice—once when
you earn them, and again when you
die, so we must repeal the death tax.

These changes add up to significant
help. A typical family with two chil-
dren will save $1,600 a year on their
Federal income taxes. Sixteen hundred
dollars may not sound like a lot to
some, but it means a lot to many fami-
lies. Sixteen hundred dollars buys gas
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for two cars for an entire year, it pays
tuition for a year at a community col-
lege, it pays the average family gro-
cery bill for 3 months. That is real
money.

With us tonight, representing many
American families, are Steven and
Josefina Ramos. Please help me wel-
come them. The Ramoses are from
Pennsylvania, but they could be from
any one of your districts. Steven is a
network administrator for a school dis-
trict, Josefina is a Spanish teacher at a
charter school, and they have a 2-year-
old daughter, Lianna. Steven and
Josefina tell me they pay almost $8,000
a year in Federal income taxes; my
plan will same them more than $2,000.
Let me tell you what Steven says:
“Two thousand dollars a year means a
lot to my family. If we had this money,
it would help us reach our goal of pay-
ing off our personal debt in two years.”
After that, Steven and Josefina want
to start saving for Lianna’s college
education. Government should never
stand in the way of families achieving
their dreams. The surplus is not the
government’s money, the surplus is the
people’s money.

For lower-income families, my tax
relief plan restores basic fairness.
Right now, complicated tax rules pun-
ish hard work. A waitress supporting
two children on $25,000 a year can lose
nearly half of every additional dollar
she earns. Her overtime, her hardest
hours, are taxed at nearly 50 percent.
This sends a terrible message: You will
never get ahead. But America’s mes-
sage must be different: We must honor
hard work, never punish it.

With tax relief, overtime will no
longer be overtax time for the waitress.
People with the smallest incomes will
get the highest percentage reductions.
And millions of additional American
families will be removed from the in-
come tax rolls entirely.

Tax relief is right and tax relief is ur-
gent. The long economic expansion
that began almost 10 years ago is fal-
tering. Lower interest rates will even-
tually help, but we cannot assume they
will do the job all by themselves.

Forty years ago and then twenty
years ago, two Presidents, one Demo-
crat and one Republican, John F. Ken-
nedy and Ronald Reagan, advocated
tax cuts to—in President Kennedy’s
words—‘‘get  this country moving
again.”

They knew then, what we must do
now: To create economic growth and
opportunity, we must put money back
into the hands of the people who buy
goods and create jobs.

We must act quickly. The Chairman
of the Federal Reserve has testified be-
fore Congress that tax cuts often come
too late to stimulate economic recov-
ery. So I want to work with you to give
our economy an important jump start
by making tax relief retroactive.

We must act now because it is the
right thing to do. We must also act
now because we have other things to
do. We must show courage to confront
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and resolve tough challenges: to re-
structure our Nation’s defenses, to
meet our growing need for energy, and
to reform Medicare and Social Secu-
rity.

America has a window of opportunity
to extend and secure our present peace
by promoting a distinctly American
internationalism. We will work with
our allies and friends to be a force for
good and a champion of freedom. We
will work for free markets and free
trade and freedom from oppression. Na-
tions making progress toward freedom
will find America is their friend.

We will promote our values, and we
will promote peace. And we need a
strong military to keep the peace. But
our military was shaped to confront
the challenges of the past. So I have
asked the Secretary of Defense to re-
view America’s armed forces and pre-
pare to transform them to meet emerg-
ing threats. My budget makes a down-
payment on the research and develop-
ment that will be required. Yet, in our
broader transformation effort, we must
put strategy first, then spending. Our
defense vision will drive our defense
budget, not the other way around.

Our Nation also needs a clear strat-
egy to confront the threats of the 21st
century, threats that are more wide-
spread and less certain. They range
from terrorists who threaten with
bombs to tyrants and rogue nations in-
tent on developing weapons of mass de-
struction. To protect our own people,
our allies and friends, we must develop
and we must deploy effective missile
defenses.

And as we transform our military, we
can discard Cold War relics, and reduce
our own nuclear forces to reflect to-
day’s needs.

A strong America is the world’s best
hope for peace and freedom. Yet the
cause of freedom rests on more than
our ability to defend ourselves and our
allies. Freedom is exported every day,
as we ship goods and products that im-
prove the lives of millions of people.
Free trade brings greater political and
personal freedom.

BEach of the previous five Presidents
has had the ability to negotiate far-
reaching trade agreements. Tonight I
ask you to give me the strong hand of
presidential trade promotion author-
ity, and to do so quickly.

As we meet tonight, many citizens
are struggling with the high costs of
energy. We have a serious energy prob-
lem that demands a national energy
policy. The West is confronting a major
energy shortage that has resulted in
high prices and uncertainty. I have
asked Federal agencies to work with
California officials to help speed con-
struction of new energy sources. And I
have directed Vice President CHENEY,
Commerce Secretary Evans, Energy
Secretary Abraham, and other senior
members of my Administration to rec-
ommend a national energy policy.

Our energy demand outstrips our
supply. We can produce more energy at
home while protecting our environ-
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ment, and we must. We can produce
more electricity to meet demand, and
we must. We can promote alternative
energy sources and conservation, and
we must. America must become more
energy independent.

Perhaps the biggest test of our fore-
sight and courage will be reforming
Medicare and Social Security.

Medicare’s finances are strained and
its coverage is outdated. Ninety-nine
percent of employer-provided health
plans offer some form of prescription
drug coverage . . . Medicare does not.
The framework for reform has been de-
veloped by Senators FRIST and BREAUX
and Congressman THOMAS, and now, it
is time to act. Medicare must be mod-
ernized. And we must make sure that
every senior on Medicare can choose a
health plan that offers prescription
drugs.

Seven years from now, the baby
boom generation will begin to claim
Social Security benefits. Everyone in
this chamber knows that Social Secu-
rity is not prepared to fully fund their
retirement. And we only have a couple
of years to get prepared. Without re-
form, this country will one day awaken
to a stark choice: either a drastic rise
in payroll taxes, or a radical cut in re-
tirement benefits. There is a better
way.

This spring I will form a presidential
commission to reform Social Security.
The commission will make its rec-
ommendations by next fall. Reform
should be based on these principles: It
must preserve the benefits of all cur-
rent retirees and those nearing retire-
ment. It must return Social Security
to sound financial footing. And it must
offer personal savings accounts to
younger workers who want them.

Social Security now offers workers a
return of less than 2 percent on the
money they pay into the system. To
save the system, we must increase that
by allowing younger workers to make
safe, sound investments at a higher
rate of return.

Ownership, access to wealth, and
independence should not be the privi-
lege of a few. They are the hope of
every American . . . and we must make
them the foundation of Social Secu-
rity.

By confronting the tough challenge
of reform, by being responsible with
our budget, we can earn the trust of
the American people. And, we can add
to that trust by enacting fair and bal-
anced election and campaign finance
reforms.

The agenda I have set before you to-
night is worthy of a great country.
America is a nation at peace, but not a
nation at rest. Much has been given to
us, and much is expected.

Let us agree to bridge old divides.
But let us also agree that our good will
must be dedicated to great goals. Bi-
partisanship is more than minding our
manners, it is doing our duty.

No one can speak in this Capitol and
not be awed by its history. At so many
turning points, debates in these cham-
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bers have reflected the collected or di-
vided conscience of our country. And
when we walk through Statuary Hall,
and see those men and women of mar-
ble, we are reminded of their courage
and achievement.

Yet America’s purpose is never found
in statues or history. America’s pur-
pose always stands before us.

Our generation must show courage in
a time of blessing, as our Nation has
always shown in times of crisis. And
our courage issue by issue, can gather
to greatness, and serve our country.
This is the privilege, and responsi-
bility, we share. And if we work to-
gether, we can prove that public serv-
ice is noble.

We all came here for a reason. We all
have things we want to accomplish,
and promises to keep. Juntos podemos,
together we can. We can make Ameri-
cans proud of their government. To-
gether we can share in the credit of
making our country more prosperous
and generous and just—and earn from
our conscience and from our fellow
citizens, the highest possible praise:
well done, good and faithful servants.

Thank you. Good night. And God
Bless America.

GEORGE W. BUSH.
THE WHITE HOUSE, February 27, 2001.

———————

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER
COMMUNICATIONS

The following communications were
laid before the Senate, together with
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, which were referred as indi-
cated:

EC-733. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
Eurocopter Deutschland GMBH Model BO
106CB 5 and BO 105CBS 5 Helicopters”
((RIN2120-A A64)(2001-0102)) received on Feb-
ruary 12, 2001; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-734. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
British Aerospace HP137 Mk1, Jetstream Se-
ries 200, and Jetstream Models 3101 and 3201
Airplanes” ((RIN2120-AA64)(2001-0117)) re-
ceived on February 12, 2001; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-735. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
Boeing Model 737-300, 400, and 500 Series Air-
planes” ((RIN2120-AA64)(2001-0110)) received
on February 12, 2001; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-736. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
Fokker Model 28 Mark 1000, 2000, 3000, and
4000 Series Airplanes’ ((RIN2120-AA64)(2001-
0101)) received on February 12, 2001; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.
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EC-737. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives
Boeing Model 747-400, —400F'; 767-200, and —300
Series Airplanes Equipped with P and W
Model PW4000 Series Engines” ((RIN2120-
AA64)(2001-0109)) received on February 12,
2001; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-738. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
Boeing Model 757-200 Series Airplanes”
((RIN2120-A A64)(2001-0108)) received on Feb-
ruary 12, 2001; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-739. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
Empresa Brasileira de Aeronautica SA Model
EMB 120 Series Airplanes’” ((RIN2120-
AA64)(2001-0107)) received on February 12,
2001; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-740. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: C1
604 Variant of Bombardier Model Canadair
CL 600 2B16 Series Airplanes Modified in Ac-
cordance with Supplemental Type Certifi-
cate SA8060NM-D, SA8072NM-D or
SA8086NM-D” ((RIN2120-A A64)(2001-0106)) re-
ceived on February 12, 2001; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-741. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Si-
korsky Aircraft Corp Model S76A, S76B, and
S76C Helicopters” ((RIN2120-A A64)(2001-0115))
received on February 12, 2001 ; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-742. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
Dassault Model Falcon 10 and Model
Mystere-Falcon 50 Series Airplanes”
((RIN2120-A A64)(2001-0114)) received on Feb-
ruary 12, 2001; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-743. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
Bombardier Model DHC 8 200 and 300 Series
Airplanes” ((RIN2120-AA64)(2001-0113)) re-
ceived on February 12, 2001; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-744. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
Boeing Model 737-300, —400, and -500 Series
Airplanes” ((RIN2120-AA64)(2001-0112)) re-
ceived on February 12, 2001; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-745. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
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Construcciones Aeronauticas, SA Model CN-
235, CN-235-100, and CN-235-200 Series Air-
planes” ((RIN2120-AA64)(2001-0111)) received
on February 12, 2001; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-746. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
Airbus Model A300 B2 and A300 B4; Model
A300 B4-600, A300 B4-600R, and A300 F4 500R;
and Model A310 Series Airplanes; Equipped
with Dowty Ram Air Turbines’” ((RIN2120-
AA64)(2001-0120)) received on February 12,
2001; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-747. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
Airbus Model A330-301, -321, and —-322 Series
Airplanes and Model A340-211, -212, —214, -311,
-312, and -313 Series Airplanes’” ((RIN2120-
AA64)(2001-0119)) received on February 12,
2001; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-748. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
BAE Systems Limited Jetstream Model 4101
Airplanes” ((RIN2120-AA64)(2001-0118)) re-
ceived on February 12, 2001; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-749. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives
Eurocopter Deutschland GMBM Model MBB-
BK 117 Helicopters” ((RIN2120-AA64)(2001-
0094)) received on February 12, 2001; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-750. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
Short Brothers Model SD3-60 SHERPA, AD3—
SHERPA, SD3-30, and SD3-60 Series Air-
planes’ ((RIN2120-AA64)(2001-0095)) received
on February 12, 2001; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-751. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
Boeing  Model 747 Series Airplanes”
((RIN2120—-A A64)(2001-0099)) received on Feb-
ruary 12, 2001; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-752. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
Empresa Brasileira de Aeronautica SA Model
EMB 145 Series” ((RIN2120-AA64)(2001-0098))
received on February 12, 2001; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-753. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
McDonnell Douglas Model DC-10, Model MD-
10 and Model MD-11 Series Airplanes”
((RIN2120-A A64)(2001-0097)) received on Feb-
ruary 12, 2001; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-754. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
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ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
British Aerospace HP137 mkl and Jetstream
Series 200 Airplanes” ((RIN2120-AA64)(2001-
0096)) received on February 12, 2001; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-755. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
Boeing Model 747-400 Series Airplanes”
((RIN2120-A A64)(2001-0100)) received on Feb-
ruary 12, 2001; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-756. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
Pilatus Aircraft LTD Model PC 6 Airplanes”
((RIN2120-A A64)(2001-0105)) received on Feb-
ruary 12, 2001; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-757. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
Empresa Brasileira de Aeronautica SA Model
EMB 120 Series Airplanes’” ((RIN2120-
AA64)(2001-0104)) received on February 12,
2001; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-758. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
Airbus Model A300, A300-600, and A310 Series
Airplanes” ((RIN2120-AA64)(2001-0103)) re-
ceived on February 12, 2001; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-759. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Establishment of Class E
Airspace; Cape Romanzof, AK” ((RIN2120-
AA66)(2001-0034)) received on February 12,
2001; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-760. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Revision of Class E Airspace,
Atlanta, TX; Confirmation of Effective
Date” ((RIN2120-A A66)(2001-0050)) received on
February 12, 2001; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-761. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Revocation of Class E Air-
space; Cage, OK” ((RIN2120-A66)(2001-0048))
received on February 12 , 2001; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-762. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
Airbus Model A310 and Model A300 B4-600,
A300 BR-600R, and A300 F4-600R Series Air-
planes” ((RIN2120-AA64)(2001-0116)) received
on February 12, 2001; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-763. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
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Airbus Model A300 B2, A300 B4, A300 B4-600,
A300 B4-600R, and A310 Series Airplanes”
((RIN2120-A A64)(2001-0125)) received on Feb-
ruary 12, 2001; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-764. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
Airbus Model A310 Series Airplanes”
((RIN2120-A A64)(2001-0124)) received on Feb-
ruary 12, 2001; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-765. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
Raytheon Aircraft Company Beech Models
A36, B36TC, and 58 Airplanes” ((RIN2120-
AA64)(2001-0123)) received on February 12,
2001; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-766. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
Pilatus Aircraft Ltd. Model PC 12 and PC 12/
45 Airplanes” ((RIN2120-AA64)(2001-0122)) re-
ceived on February 12, 2001; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-767. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
British Aerospace HP 137 MKk1, Jetstream Se-
ries 200 and Jetstream Models 3101 and 3201
Airplanes” ((RIN2120-AA64)(2001-0121)) re-
ceived on February 12, 2001; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-768. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Si-
korsky Aircraft Corp Model S 76A, S 76B, and
S T76C Helicopters” ((RIN2120-AA64)(2001-
0130)) received on February 12, 2001; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-769. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
Rolls-Royce Deutschland GmbH Model
BR700-715A1-30, Brf700-7156B1-30, and BR700-
7156C1-30 Turbofan Engines” ((RIN2120-
AA64)(2001-0129)) received on February 12,
2001; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-770. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
Raytheon Aircraft Company Beech Models
60, A60, and B60 Airplanes” ((RIN2120-
AA64)(2001-0128)) received on February 12,
2001; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-771. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
Rolladen Schneider Flugzeugbau GmbH Mod-
els LS 4 and Ls 4A Sailplanes” ((RIN2120-
AA64)(2001-0126)) received on February 12,
2001; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-T772. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
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ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
MD Helicopters Inc., Model 369A, H, HE, D,
E, FF, and 500 N Helicopters” ((RIN2120—
AA64)(2001-0127)) received on February 12,
2001; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-T73. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
Cessna Aircraft Company Model 525 Air-
planes” ((RIN2120-AA64)(2001-0135)) received
on February 12, 2001; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-T74. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: P
and W Canada Models PW306A and PW306B
Turbofan Engines” ((RIN2120-AA64)(2001-
0134)) received on February 12, 2001; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-775. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
Empresa Brasileira de Aeronautica SA Model
EMB 145 and EMB 135 Series Airplanes”
((RIN2120-A A64)(2001-0133)) received on Feb-
ruary 12, 2001; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-T76. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
Israel Aircraft Industries, Litd, Model Galaxy
Airplanes” ((RIN2120-AA64)(2001-0132)) re-
ceived on February 12, 2001; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-T77. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
Bell Textron Canada Model 206A, B, L, L1,
and L3 Helicopters” ((RIN2120-AA64)(2001—
0131)) received on February 12, 2001; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-1T78. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘“Modification of Class E Air-
space, Asoria, OR” ((RIN2120-AA66)(2001-
0036)) received on February 12, 2001; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-1T79. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Modification of Class E Air-
space; Tillamook, OR” ((RIN2120-A A66)(2001—
0037)) received on February 12, 2001; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-780. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
CFM International Models CFMb56-7TB Tur-
bofan Engines” ((RIN2120-AA64)(2001-0137))
received on February 12, 2001; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-781. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
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transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
Bell Helicopter Textron Canada Model 407
Helicopters” ((RIN2120-AA64)(2001-0136)) re-
ceived on February 12, 2001; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-782. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment to Class E Air-
space Bowling Green, MO” ((RIN2120-
AA66)(2001-0042)) received on February 12,
2001; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-783. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘“‘Amendment to Class E Air-
space; Grant NE” ((RIN2120-A A66)(2001-0041))
received on February 12, 2001; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-784. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Establishment of Class E
Airspace; Prineville, OR”’ ((RIN2120-
AA66)(2001-0039)) received on February 12,
2001; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-785. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment to Class E Air-
space; Ogallala, NE” ((RIN2120-AA66)(2001—
0040)) received on February 12, 2001; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-786. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘“‘Amend Legal Description of
Jet Route J 501" ((RIN2120-AA66)(2001-0038))
received on February 12, 2001; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-787. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment to Class E Air-
space; Bloomfield, TA” ((RIN2120-A A66)(2001-
0047)) received on February 12, 2001; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-788. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Establishment of Class E
Airspace; Sparrevohn, AK” ((RIN2120-
AA66)(2001-0046)) received on February 12,
2001; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-789. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Revision of Class E Airspace;
Cape Newenham, AK” ((RIN2120-AA66)(2001-
0045)) received on February 12, 2001; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-790. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment to Class E Air-
space; Bassett NE” ((RIN2120-AA66)(2001—
0044)) received on February 12, 2001; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.
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EC-791. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment to Class E Air-
space; Council Bluffs, IA” ((RIN2120-
AA66)(2001-0043)) received on February 12,
2001; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-792. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Establishment of Class E
Airspace; Tin City, AK” ((RIN2120-
AA66)(2001-0033)) received on February 12,
2001; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-793. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Civil Penalty Actions in
Commercial Space Transportation; Request
for Comments” ((RIN2120-AH18)(2001-0001))
received on February 12, 2001; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-794. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Civil Penalty Actions in
Commercial Space Transportation: Delay of
Effective Date” ((RIN2120-AH18)(2001-0002))
received on February 12, 2001; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-795. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Revisions to Digital Flight
Data Recorder Specifications; Correction”
((RIN2120-AG88)(2001-0001)) received on Feb-
ruary 12, 2001; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-796. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘“Amend Class E Airspace;
Westminister, MD” ((RIN2120-AA66)(2001-
0031)) received on February 12, 2001; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-797. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘“‘Amendment of Class D and
Class E4 Airspace; Gainesville, FL; Correc-
tion” ((RIN2120-AA66)(2001-0032)) received on
February 12, 2001; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-798. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
Stemme GmbH and Co. KIG Models S10 and
S10-V Sailplanes; Request for Comments”’
((RIN2120-A A64)(2001-0081)) received on Feb-
ruary 12, 2001; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-799. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
Gulfstream Model G 1159A Series Airplanes’
((RIN2120-A A64)(2001-0082)) received on Feb-
ruary 12, 2001; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-800. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
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a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
SOCATA Groupe AEROSPATIALE Model
TBM 700 Airplanes” ((RIN2120-AA64)(2001-
0083)) received on February 12, 2001; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-801. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Standard Instrument Ap-
proach Procedures; Miscellaneous Amend-
ments (26)” ((RIN2120-AA65)(2001-0012)) re-
ceived on February 12, 2001; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-802. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Standard Instrument Ap-
proach Procedures; Miscellaneous Amend-
ments (7)” ((RIN2120-AA65)(2001-0011)) re-
ceived on February 12, 2001; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-803. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
Dornier Model 328-100 Series Airplanes”
((RIN2120-A A64)(2001-0089)) received on Feb-
ruary 12, 2001; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-804. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
British Aerospace Model 4101 Airplanes’
((RIN2120-A A64)(2001-0090)) received on Feb-
ruary 12, 2001; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-805. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
Industrie Aeronautiche e Meccaniche Model
Piaggio P-180 Airplanes; Removal”’
((RIN2120-A A64)(2001-0091)) received on Feb-
ruary 12, 2001; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-806. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
Eurocopter Deutschland GmbH Model EC135
P1 and EC135 T1 Helicopters” ((RIN2120-
AA64)(2001-0092)) received on February 12,
2001; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-807. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
BAe Systems Limited Model ATP Airplanes™
((RIN2120-A A64)(2001-0087)) received on Feb-
ruary 12, 2001; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-808. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
McDonnell Douglas Model MD-11 Series Air-
planes’ ((RIN2120-AA64)(2001-0078)) received
on February 12, 2001; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-809. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
Dornier Model 328-300 Series Airplanes”
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((RIN2120-A A64)(2001-0079)) received on Feb-
ruary 12, 2001; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-810. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment to Class E Air-
space; Pittsburg, KS; Confirmation of Effec-
tive Date” ((RIN2120-AA66)(2001-0029)) re-
ceived on February 12, 2001; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-811. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
Agusta SpA Model Al09E Helicopters”
((RIN2120-A A64)(2001-0086)) received on Feb-
ruary 12, 2001; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-812. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
Airbus Model A300 B2 and B4 Series Air-
planes and Model A300 Br-600, A300 Br-600R,
and A300 Fr-600R Series  Airplanes”
((RIN2120-A A64)(2001-0085)) received on Feb-
ruary 12, 2001; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-813. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
BMW Rolls-Royce GmbH Models BRT700-
710A1-10 and BRT700-710A2-20 Turbofan En-
gines” ((RIN2120-AA64)(2001-0084)) received
on February 12, 2001; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-814. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
British Aerospace Model BAe 146 and Model
Avro 146 RJ Series Airplanes” ((RIN2120-
AA64)(2001-0088)) received on February 12,
2001; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-815. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Modification of Class E Air-
space; St. George, UT” ((RIN2120-AA66)(2001—
0054)) received on February 15, 2001; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-816. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘“Standard Instrument Ap-
proach Procedures; Miscellaneous Amend-
ments (53)” ((RIN2120-AA65)(2001-0017)) re-
ceived on February 15, 2001; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-817. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘““Standard Instrument Ap-
proach Procedures; Miscellaneous Amend-
ments (36)” ((RIN2120-AA65)(2001-0016)) re-
ceived on February 15, 2001; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-818. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
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a rule entitled ‘“Standard Instrument Ap-
proach Procedures; Miscellaneous Amend-
ments (114)” ((RIN2120-AA65)(2001-0015)) re-
ceived on February 15, 2001; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-819. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Standard Instrument Ap-
proach Procedures; Miscellaneous Amend-
ments (16)” ((RIN2120-AA65)(2001-0014)) re-
ceived on February 15, 2001; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-820. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Establishment of Class E
Airspace; Sugar Land, TX; Request for Com-
ments”’ ((RIN2120-A A66)(2001-0055)) received
on February 15, 2001; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-821. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘“Amendment to Class E Air-
space; Algona, IA; Confirmation of Effective
Date’” ((RIN2120-A A66)(2001-0056)) received on
February 15, 2001; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-822. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled “IFR Altitudes; Miscella-
neous Amendments (6)”’ ((RIN2120-
AA63)(2001-0002)) received on February 15,
2001; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-823. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Standard Instrument Ap-
proach Procedures; Miscellaneous Amend-
ments (42)” ((RIN2120-AA65)(2001-0013)) re-
ceived on February 15, 2001; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-824. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
Bombardier Model CL 600-2B19 Series Air-
planes; Request for Comments’ ((RIN2120-
AA64)(2001-0141)) received on February 15,
2001; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-825. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Revision of VOR Federal V-
480 and Jet Route J-120; AK” ((RIN2120-
AA66)(2001-0051)) received on February 15,
2001; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-826. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘“Modification and Revocation
of VOR and Colored Federal Airways and Jet
Routes; AK; Correction” ((RIN2120-
AA66)(2001-0052)) received on February 15,
2001; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-827. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘“‘Establishment of Class E2
Airspace; Tri-City, DOT” ((RIN2120-
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AA66)(2001-0053)) received on February 15,
2001; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-828. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
Agusta SpA Model A 109E Helicopters; Re-
quest for Comments” ((RIN2120-AA64)(2001—
0140)) received on February 15, 2001; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-829. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
Bell Helicopter Textron Inc Models 214B and
214B-1; Request for Comments” ((RIN2120—
AA64)(2001-0139)) received on February 15,
2001; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

———

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. SARBANES (for himself, Mr.
WARNER, Mrs. MURRAY, and Mr.
CAMPBELL):

S. 392. A bill to grant a Federal Charter to
Korean War Veterans Association, Incor-
porated, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. FRIST (for himself and Mr.
TORRICELLI):

S. 393. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to encourage charitable
contributions to public charities for use in
medical research; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

By Mr. DOMENICI:

S. 394. A bill to make an urgent supple-
mental appropriation for fiscal year 2001 for
the Department of Defense for the Defense
Health Program; to the Committee on Ap-
propriations.

By Mr. BOND (for himself and Mr.
KERRY):

S. 395. A bill to ensure the independence
and nonpartisan operation of the Office of
Advocacy of the Small Business Administra-
tion; to the Committee on Small Business.

By Mr. BOND (for himself and Mr.
KERRY):

S. 396. A bill to provide for national quad-
rennial summits on small business and State
summits on small business, to establish the
White House Quadrennial Commission on
Small Business, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Small Business.

By Mr. MCcCAIN (for himself, Mr.
LEVIN, Mr. HAGEL, Mr. LIEBERMAN,
Mr. KyL, Mr. REED, Mr. VOINOVICH,
Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr.
DEWINE, and Mr. KOHL):

S. 397. A Dbill to amend the Defense Base
Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 to au-
thorize additional rounds of base closures
and realignments under the Act in 2003 and
2005, to modify certain authorities relating
to closures and realignments under that Act;
to the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. KERRY (for himself, Mr.
GRASSLEY, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. LEVIN,
and Mr. ROCKEFELLER):

S. 398. A Dbill to combat international
money laundering and to protect the United
States financial system, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Banking, Hous-
ing, and Urban Affairs.

By Mr. EDWARDS (for himself and Mr.
DODD):
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S. 399. A bill to provide for fire sprinkler
systems, or other fire suppression or preven-
tion technologies, in public and private col-
lege and university housing and dormitories,
including fraternity and sorority housing
and dormitories; to the Committee on
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions.

By Mr. BAUCUS (for himself, Mr. ROB-
ERTS, Mrs. LINCOLN, and Mr. DOR-
GAN):

S. 400. A bill to lift the trade embargo on
Cuba, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

By Mr. BAUCUS (for himself, Mr. ROB-
ERTS, and Mrs. LINCOLN):

S. 401. A bill to normalize trade relations
with Cuba, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Finance.

By Mr. BAUCUS (for himself, Mr. ROB-
ERTS, and Mrs. LINCOLN):

S. 402. A bill to make an exception to the
United States embargo on trade with Cuba
for the export of agricultural commodities,
medicines, medical supplies, medical instru-
ments, or medical equipment, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. COCHRAN:

S. 403. A bill to improve the National Writ-
ing Project; to the Committee on Health,
Education, Labor, and Pensions.

By Mr. McCAIN:

S. 404. A bill to provide for the technical
integrity of the FM radio band, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

By Mr. TORRICELLI (for himself, Mr.
EDWARDS, Mr. MILLER, and Mr.
CORZINE):

S. 405. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to improve outreach programs
carried out by the Department of Veterans
Affairs to provide for more fully informing
veterans of benefits available to them under
laws administered by the Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs; to the Committee on Veterans’
Affairs.

By Mr. TORRICELLI (for himself, Mr.
CORZINE, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. DURBIN,
and Mr. KENNEDY):

S. 406. A bill to reduce gun trafficking by
prohibiting bulk purchases of handguns; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. LEAHY (for himself and Mr.
HATCH):

S. 407. A bill to amend the Trademark Act
of 1946 to provide for the registration and
protection of trademarks used in commerce,
in order to carry out provisions of certain
international conventions, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mrs. BOXER (for herself and Mrs.
FEINSTEIN):

S. 408. A bill to provide emergency relief to
small businesses affected by significant in-
creases in the price of electricity; to the
Committee on Small Business.

———

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND
SENATE RESOLUTIONS

The following concurrent resolutions
and Senate resolutions were read, and
referred (or acted upon), as indicated:

By Mr. LOTT (for himself and Mr.
DASCHLE):

S. Res. 28. A resolution to authorize testi-
mony and legal representation in State of
Idaho v. Fredrick Leroy Leas, Sr.; considered
and agreed to.

By Mr. EDWARDS (for himself and Mr.
HELMS):

S. Res. 29. A resolution honoring Dale
Earnhardt and expressing condolences of the
United States Senate to his family on his
death; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.
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By Mr. DOMENICI:

S. Res. 30. A resolution authorizing ex-
penditures by the Committee on the Budget;
from the Committee on the Budget; to the
Committee on Rules and Administration.

By Mr. SARBANES (for himself, Mr.
WARNER, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. BINGA-
MAN, Mr. KENNEDY, and Mr. AKAKA):

S. Con. Res. 17. A concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress that there
should continue to be parity between the ad-
justments in the compensation of members
of the uniformed services and the adjust-
ments in the compensation of civilian em-
ployees of the United States; to the Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs.

By Mr. DODD (for himself and Mr.
CHAFEE):

S. Con. Res. 18. A concurrent resolution
recognizing the achievements and contribu-
tions of the Peace Corps over the past 40
years, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations.

———

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S. 27

At the request of Mr. FEINGOLD, the
names of the Senator from Georgia
(Mr. MILLER) and the Senator from
New York (Mrs. CLINTON) were added as
cosponsors of S. 27, a bill to amend the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971
to provide bipartisan campaign reform.

S. 88

At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER,
the names of the Senator from Alaska
(Mr. STEVENS) and the Senator from
New Jersey (Mr. TORRICELLI) Wwere
added as cosponsors of S. 88, a bill to
amend the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 to provide an incentive to ensure
that all Americans gain timely and eq-
uitable access to the Internet over cur-

rent and future generations of
broadband capability.
S. 104

At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the
name of the Senator from New Jersey
(Mr. TORRICELLI) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 104, a bill to require equi-
table coverage of prescription contra-
ceptive drugs and devices, and contra-
ceptive services under health plans.

S. 131

At the request of Mr. JOHNSON, the
name of the Senator from Delaware
(Mr. BIDEN) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 131, a bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to modify the annual de-
termination of the rate of the basic
benefit of active duty educational as-
sistance under the Montgomery GI
Bill, and for other purposes.

S. 143

At the request of Mr. GRAMM, the
name of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. SANTORUM) was added as a
cosponsor of S. 143, a bill to amend the
Securities Act of 1933 and the Securi-
ties Exchange Act of 1934, to reduce se-
curities fees in excess of those required
to fund the operations of the Securities
and Exchange Commission, to adjust
compensation provisions for employees
of the Commission, and for other pur-
poses.

S. 145

At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the

names of the Senator from Alabama
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(Mr. SESSIONS) and the Senator from
Texas (Mrs. HUTCHISON) were added as
cosponsors of S. 145, a bill to amend
title 10, United States Code, to increase
to parity with other surviving spouses
the basic annuity that is provided
under the uniformed services Survivor
Benefit Plan for surviving spouses who
are at least 62 years of age, and for
other purposes.
S. 148
At the request of Mr. CRAIG, the
name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
DEWINE) was added as a cosponsor of S.
148, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to expand the adop-
tion credit, and for other purposes.
S. 164
At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the
name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr.
ROBERTS) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 164, a bill to prepare tomorrows
teachers to use technology through
pre-service and in-service training, and
for other purposes.
S. 170
At the request of Mr. REID, the name
of the Senator from Delaware (Mr.
BIDEN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
170, a bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to permit retired mem-
bers of the Armed Forces who have a
service-connected disability to receive
both military retired pay by reason of
their years of military service and dis-
ability compensation from the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs for their dis-
ability.
8. 17
At the request of Mr. AKAKA, the
names of the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. DAYTON) and the Senator from
Massachusetts (Mr. KERRY) were added
as cosponsors of S. 177, a bill to amend
the provisions of title 19, United States
Code, relating to the manner in which
pay policies and schedules and fringe
benefit programs for postmasters are
established.
S. 207
At the request of Mr. SMITH of New
Hampshire, the name of the Senator
from Rhode Island (Mr. CHAFEE) was
added as a cosponsor of S. 207, a bill to
amend the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 to provide incentives to introduce
new technologies to reduce energy con-
sumption in buildings.
S. 21
At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the
name of the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. DAYTON) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 277, a bill to amend the Fair
Labor Standards Act of 1938 to provide
for an increase in the Federal min-
imum wage.
S. 278
At the request of Mr. JOHNSON, the
name of the Senator from Nevada (Mr.
REID) was added as a cosponsor of S.
278, a bill to restore health care cov-
erage to retired members of the uni-
formed services.
S. 280
At the request of Mr. JOHNSON, the
name of the Senator from North Da-
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kota (Mr. DORGAN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 280, a bill to amend the
Agriculture Marketing Act of 1946 to
require retailers of beef, lamb, pork,
and perishable agricultural commod-
ities to inform consumers, at the final
point of sale to consumers, of the coun-
try of origin of the commodities.
S. 305
At the request of Mr. SMITH of New
Hampshire, the name of the Senator
from Texas (Mrs. HUTCHISON) was added
as a cosponsor of S. 305, a bill to amend
title 10, United States Code, to remove
the reduction in the amount of Sur-
vivor Benefit Plan annuities at age 62.
S. 316
At the request of Mr. MCCONNELL,
the name of the Senator from Colorado
(Mr. ALLARD) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 316, a bill to provide for teacher li-
ability protection.
S. 321
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the
names of the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. HUTCHINSON) and the Senator from
Washington (Ms. CANTWELL) Wwere
added as cosponsors of S. 321, a bill to
amend title XIX of the Social Security
Act to provide families of disabled chil-
dren with the opportunity to purchase
coverage under the medicaid program
for such children, and for other pur-
poses.
S. 335
At the request of Mr. MCCONNELL,
the name of the Senator from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. COCHRAN) was added as a
cosponsor of S. 335, a bill to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to pro-
vide an exclusion from gross income for
distributions from qualified State tui-
tion programs which are used to pay
education expenses, and for other pur-
poses.
S. 345
At the request of Mr. ALLARD, the
names of the Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mr. EDWARDS), the Senator from
Montana (Mr. BAUCUS), and the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island (Mr. REED)
were added as cosponsors of S. 345, a
bill to amend the Animal Welfare Act
to strike the limitation that permits
interstate movement of live birds, for
the purpose of fighting, to States in
which animal fighting is lawful.
S. 355
At the request of Mr. SANTORUM, the
names of the Senator from Texas (Mrs.
HUuTCHISON) and the Senator from Ne-
braska (Mr. HAGEL) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 355, a bill to require the
Secretary of the Treasury to mint
coins in commemoration of the con-
tributions of Dr. Martin Luther King,
Jr., to the United States.
S. 366
At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the
name of the Senator from California
(Mrs. FEINSTEIN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 366, a bill to amend the
Agricultural Trade Act of 1978 to in-
crease the amount of funds available
for certain agricultural trade pro-
grams.
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S. 367
At the request of Mr. BOND, the name
of the Senator from Michigan (Ms.
STABENOW) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 367, a bill to prohibit the application
of certain restrictive eligibility re-
quirements to foreign nongovern-
mental organizations with respect to
the provision of assistance under part I
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961.
S. CON. RES. 14
At the request of Mr. CAMPBELL, the
name of the Senator from Oklahoma
(Mr. INHOFE) was added as a cosponsor
of S. Con. Res. 14, a concurrent resolu-
tion recognizing the social problem of
child abuse and neglect, and supporting
efforts to enhance public awareness of
it.
S. RES. 20
At the request of Mr. SPECTER, the
name of the Senator from Michigan
(Ms. STABENOW) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. Res. 20, a resolution desig-
nating March 25, 2001, as ‘‘Greek Inde-
pendence Day: A National Day of Cele-
bration of Greek and American Democ-
racy.”
S. RES. 23
At the request of Mr. CLELAND, the
name of the Senator from Maryland
(Ms. MIKULSKI) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. Res. 23, a resolution express-
ing the sense of the Senate that the
President should award the Presi-
dential Medal of Freedom post-
humously to Dr. Benjamin Elijah Mays
in honor of his distinguished career as
an educator, civil and human rights
leader, and public theologian.
S. RES. 24
At the request of Mr. SANTORUM, the
names of the Senator from Alabama
(Mr. SESSIONS) and the Senator from
New Hampshire (Mr. SMITH) were added
as cosponsors of S. Res. 24, a resolution
honoring the contributions of Catholic
schools.
S. RES. 25
At the request of Mr. CRAIG, the
names of the Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mr. HELMS), the Senator from Ar-
kansas (Mrs. LINCOLN), and the Senator
from Florida (Mr. GRAHAM) were added
as cosponsors of S. Res. 25, a resolution
designating the week beginning March
18, 2001 as ‘‘National Safe Place Week.”

———

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. SARBANES (for himself,
Mr. WARNER, Mrs. MURRAY, and
Mr. CAMPBELL):

S. 392. A bill to grant a Federal Char-
ter to Korean War Veterans Associa-
tion, Incorporated, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President,
today I am introducing legislation to-
gether with Senators WARNER, CAMP-
BELL, and MURRAY, which would grant
a Federal Charter to the Korean War
Veterans Association, Incorporated.
This legislation recognizes and honors
the 5.7 million Americans who fought
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and served during the Korean War for
their struggles and sacrifices on behalf
of freedom and the principles and
ideals of our nation.

The year 2000 marked the 50th Anni-
versary of the Korean War. In June 1950
when the North Korea People’s Army
swept across the 38th Parallel to oc-
cupy Seoul, South Korea, members of
our Armed Forces—including many
from the State of Maryland—imme-
diately answered the call of the U.N. to
repel this forceful invasion. Without
hesitation, these soldiers traveled to
an unfamiliar corner of the world to
join an unprecedented multinational
force comprised of 22 countries and
risked their lives to protect freedom.
The Americans who led this inter-
national effort were true patriots who
fought with remarkable courage.

In battles such as Pork Chop Hill, the
Inchon Landing and the frozen Chosin
Reservoir, which was fought in tem-
peratures as low as fifty-seven degrees
below zero, they faced some of the
most brutal combat in history. By the
time the fighting had ended, 8,176
Americans were listed as missing or
prisoners of war—some of whom are
still missing—and over 36,000 Ameri-
cans had died. One hundred and thirty-
one Korean War Veterans were awarded
the nation’s highest commendation for
combat bravery, the Medal of Honor.
Ninety-four of these soldiers gave their
lives in the process. There is an engrav-
ing on the Korean War Veterans Memo-
rial which reflects these losses and how
brutal a war this was. It reads, ‘‘Free-
dom is not Free.” Yet, as a Nation, we
have done little more than establish
this memorial to publicly acknowledge
the bravery of those who fought the
Korean War. The Korean War has been
termed by many as the ‘‘Forgotten
War.” Freedom is not free. We owe our
Korean War Veterans a debt of grati-
tude. Granting this Federal charter—at
no cost to the government—is a small
expression of appreciation that we as a
Nation can offer to these men and
women, one which will enable them to
work as a unified front to ensure that
the ‘“‘Forgotten War’’ is forgotten no
more.

The Korean War Veterans Associa-
tion was originally incorporated on
June 25, 1985. Since its first annual re-
union and memorial service in Arling-
ton, Virginia, where its members de-
cided to develop a national focus and
strong commitment to service, the as-
sociation has grown substantially to a
membership of over 17,000. A Federal
charter would allow the Association to
continue and grow its mission and fur-
ther its charitable and benevolent
causes. Specifically, it will afford the
Korean War Veterans’ Association the
same status as other major veterans
organizations and allow it to partici-
pate as part of select committees with
other congressionally chartered vet-
erans and military groups. A Federal
charter will also accelerate the Asso-
ciation’s ‘“‘accreditation’ with the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs which

February 27, 2001

will enable its members to assist in
processing veterans’ claims.

The Korean War Veterans have asked
for very little in return for their serv-
ice and sacrifice. I urge my colleagues
to join me in supporting this legisla-
tion and ask that the text of the meas-
ure be printed in the RECORD imme-
diately following my comments.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 392

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. GRANT OF FEDERAL CHARTER TO

KOREAN WAR VETERANS ASSOCIA-
TION, INCORPORATED.

(a) GRANT OF CHARTER.—Part B of subtitle
IT of title 36, United States Code, is amend-
ed—

(1) by striking the following:

“CHAPTER 1201—[RESERVED]”; and

(2) by inserting the following:

“CHAPTER 1201—KOREAN WAR VETERANS
ASSOCIATION, INCORPORATED

“Sec.

¢£120101.
£120102.
¢120108.
£120104.
£120105.
£120106.
£120107.

Organization.

Purposes.

Membership.

Governing body.

Powers.

Restrictions.

Duty to maintain corporate and tax-
exempt status.

Records and inspection.

Service of process.

Liability for acts of officers and
agents.

¢120111. Annual report.

“§120101. Organization

‘‘(a) FEDERAL CHARTER.—Korean War Vet-
erans Association, Incorporated (in this
chapter, the ‘corporation’), incorporated in
the State of New York, is a federally char-
tered corporation.

“(b) EXPIRATION OF CHARTER.—If the cor-
poration does not comply with the provisions
of this chapter, the charter granted by sub-
section (a) expires.

“§120102. Purposes

‘“The purposes of the corporation are as
provided in its articles of incorporation and
include—

‘(1) organizing, promoting, and maintain-
ing for benevolent and charitable purposes
an association of persons who have seen hon-
orable service in the Armed Forces during
the Korean War, and of certain other per-
sons;

‘“(2) providing a means of contact and com-
munication among members of the corpora-
tion;

‘“(3) promoting the establishment of, and
establishing, war and other memorials com-
memorative of persons who served in the
Armed Forces during the Korean War; and

‘“(4) aiding needy members of the corpora-
tion, their wives and children, and the wid-
ows and children of persons who were mem-
bers of the corporation at the time of their
death.

“§120103. Membership

“Eligibility for membership in the cor-
poration, and the rights and privileges of
members of the corporation, are as provided
in the bylaws of the corporation.

“§120104. Governing body

‘‘(a) BOARD OF DIRECTORS.—The board of di-
rectors of the corporation, and the respon-
sibilities of the board of directors, are as pro-
vided in the articles of incorporation of the
corporation.

¢120108.
¢120109.
°120110.
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“‘(b) OFFICERS.—The officers of the corpora-
tion, and the election of the officers of the
corporation, are as provided in the articles of
incorporation.

“§120105. Powers

““The corporation has only the powers pro-
vided in its bylaws and articles of incorpora-
tion filed in each State in which it is incor-
porated.

“§120106. Restrictions

‘‘(a) STOCK AND DIVIDENDS.—The corpora-
tion may not issue stock or declare or pay a
dividend.

‘“(b) POLITICAL ACTIVITIES.—The corpora-
tion, or a director or officer of the corpora-
tion as such, may not contribute to, support,
or participate in any political activity or in
any manner attempt to influence legislation.

‘‘(c) LOAN.—The corporation may not make
a loan to a director, officer, or employee of
the corporation.

¢(d) CLAIM OF GOVERNMENTAL APPROVAL OR
AUTHORITY.—The corporation may not claim
congressional approval, or the authority of
the United States, for any of its activities.
“§120107. Duty to maintain corporate and

tax-exempt status

‘‘(a) CORPORATE STATUS.—The corporation
shall maintain its status as a corporation in-
corporated under the laws of the State of
New York.

“(b) TAX-EXEMPT STATUS.—The corpora-
tion shall maintain its status as an organiza-
tion exempt from taxation under the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 (26 U.S.C. 1 et seq.).
“§120108. Records and inspection

‘“(a) RECORDS.—The corporation
keep—

‘(1) correct and complete records of ac-
count;

‘(2) minutes of the proceedings of its mem-
bers, board of directors, and committees hav-
ing any of the authority of its board of direc-
tors; and

‘“(3) at its principal office, a record of the
names and addresses of its members entitled
to vote on matters relating to the corpora-
tion.

“(b) INSPECTION.—A member entitled to
vote on matters relating to the corporation,
or an agent or attorney of the member, may
inspect the records of the corporation for
any proper purpose, at any reasonable time.
“§120109. Service of process

““The corporation shall have a designated
agent in the District of Columbia to receive
service of process for the corporation. Notice
to or service on the agent is notice to or
service on the Corporation.

“§120110. Liability for acts of officers and
agents

“The corporation is liable for the acts of
its officers and agents acting within the
scope of their authority.

“§120111. Annual report

““The corporation shall submit an annual
report to Congress on the activities of the
corporation during the preceding fiscal year.
The report shall be submitted at the same
time as the report of the audit required by
section 10101 of this title. The report may
not be printed as a public document.”’.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
chapters at the beginning of subtitle II of
title 36, United States Code, is amended by
striking the item relating to chapter 1201
and inserting the following new item:
©1201. Korean War Veterans Associa-

tion, Incorporated ............cceennenns 120101,

shall

By Mr. FRIST (for himself and

Mr. TORRICELLI):
S. 393. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to encourage
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charitable contributions to public
charities for use in medical research,
to the Committee on Finance.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce bipartisan legisla-
tion, the Paul Coverdell Medical Re-
search Investment Act.

Under the current tax code, deduct-
ible charitable cash gifts to support
medical research are limited to 50% of
an individual’s adjusted gross income.
This bill would simply increase the de-
ductibility of cash gifts for medical re-
search to 80 percent of an individual’s
adjusted gross income. For those indi-
viduals who are willing and able to give
more than 80 percent of their income,
the bill also extends the period an indi-
vidual can carry the deduction forward
for excess charitable gifts from five
years to ten years.

In what is perhaps the most impor-
tant change for today’s economy, the
bill allows taxpayers to donate stock
without being penalized for it. Ameri-
cans regularly donate stock acquired
through a stock option plan to their fa-
vorite charity. And often they make
the donation within a year of exer-
cising their stock options. But current
law penalizes these donations by taxing
them as ordinary income or as capital
gain. These taxes can run as high as 40
percent, which acts as a disincentive to
contribute to charities. How absurd
that someone who donates $1,000 to a
charity has to sell $1,400 of stock to
pay for it. The person could wait a year
and give the stock then, but why delay
the contribution when that money can
be put to work curing disease today.
The Paul Coverdell MRI Act is pre-
mised on a simple truth: people should
not be penalized for helping others.

PriceWaterhouseCoopers, relying on
IRS data and studies of charitable giv-
ing, conducted a study on the effects of
the Paul Coverdell MRI Act. It con-
cluded that if the proposal were in ef-
fect last year there would have been a
4.0 percent to 4.5 percent increase in in-
dividual giving in 2000. This amounts
to $180.4 million additional dollars in
charitable donations for medical re-
search dollars that would result in tan-
gible health benefits to all Americans.
If the additional giving grew every
year over five years at the same rate as
national income, a billion dollars more
would be put to work to cure disease.
Over the course of ten years, the num-
ber jumps to $2.3 billion in new money
for medical research. For many re-
search efforts, that money could mean
the difference between finding a cure
or not finding a cure.

The returns from increased funding
of medical research not only in eco-
nomic sayings to the country, but in
terms of curing disease and finding new
treatments could be enormous. The
amount and impact of disease in this
country is staggering. Each day more
than 1,500 Americans die of cancer. Six-
teen million people have diabetes, their
lives are shortened by an average of fif-
teen years. Cardiovascular diseases
take approximately one million Amer-
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ican lives a year. One and a half mil-
lion people have Parkinson’s Disease.
Countless families suffer with the pain
of a loved one who has Alzheimer’s.
And yet these diseases go without a
cure. We must work towards the day
when they are cured, prevented, or
eliminated—just like polio and small-
pPOX were years ago.

Increased funding of medical re-
search by the private sector is needed
to save and improve American lives.
New discoveries in science and tech-
nology are creating even greater oppor-
tunities than in the past for large re-
turns from money invested in medical
research. The mapping of the human
genome is but one example. Dr. Abra-
ham Lieberman, a neurologist at the
National Parkinson’s Foundation, was
quoted in Newsweek as saying that the
medical research community today is
“standing at the same threshold that
we reached with infectious disease 100
years ago.”

The Paul Coverdell MRI Act encour-
ages the financial gifts that will enable
that threshold to be overcome. I hope
you will join me in supporting it.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 393

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘““Paul Cover-
dell Medical Research Investment Act of
2001,

SEC. 2. INCREASE IN LIMITATION ON CHARI-

TABLE DEDUCTION FOR CONTRIBU-
TIONS FOR MEDICAL RESEARCH.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section
170(b) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986
(relating to percentage Ilimitations) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new subparagraph:

“(G) SPECIAL LIMITATION WITH RESPECT TO
CERTAIN CONTRIBUTIONS FOR MEDICAL RE-
SEARCH.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Any medical research
contribution shall be allowed to the extent
that the aggregate of such contributions
does not exceed the lesser of—

‘() 80 percent of the taxpayer’s contribu-
tion base for any taxable year, or

““(IT) the excess of 80 percent of the tax-
payer’s contribution base for the taxable
year over the amount of charitable contribu-
tions allowable under subparagraphs (A) and
(B) (determined without regard to subpara-
graph (0)).

‘“(ii) CARRYOVER.—If the aggregate amount
of contributions described in clause (i) ex-
ceeds the limitation of such clause, such ex-
cess shall be treated (in a manner consistent
with the rules of subsection (d)(1)) as a med-
ical research contribution in each of the 10
succeeding taxable years in order of time.

“(iii) TREATMENT OF CAPITAL GAIN PROP-
ERTY.—In the case of any medical research
contribution of capital gain property (as de-
fined in subparagraph (C)(iv)), subsection
(e)(1) shall apply to such contribution.

“(iv) MEDICAL RESEARCH CONTRIBUTION.—
For purposes of this subparagraph, the term
‘medical research contribution’” means a
charitable contribution—

“(I) to an organization described in clauses
(ii), (iii), (v), or (vi) of subparagraph (A), and
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“‘(ITI) which is designated for the use of con-
ducting medical research.

“(v) MEDICAL RESEARCH.—For purposes of
this subparagraph, the term ‘medical re-
search’ has the meaning given such term
under the regulations promulgated under
subparagraph (A)(ii), as in effect on the date
of the enactment of this subparagraph.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

(1) Section 170(b)(1)(A) of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 is amended in the matter
preceding clause (i) by inserting ‘‘(other than
a medical research contribution)”’ after
‘“contribution’.

(2) Section 170(b)(1)(B) of such Code is
amended by inserting ‘‘or a medical research
contribution’ after ‘‘applies’.

(3) Section 170(b)(1)(C)(i) of such Code is
amended by striking ‘‘subparagraph (D)’ and
inserting ‘‘subparagraph (D) or (G)”’.

(4) Section 170(b)(1)(D)(i) of such Code is
amended—

(A) in the matter preceding subclause (I),
by inserting ‘‘or a medical research contribu-
tion” after ‘‘applies’’, and

(B) in the second sentence, by inserting
‘“‘(other than medical research contribu-
tions)’’ before the period.

(5) Section 545(b)(2) of such Code is amend-
ed by striking ‘“‘and (D)’ and inserting ‘‘(D),
and (G)”.

(6) Section 556(b)(2) of such Code is amend-
ed by striking ‘“‘and (D)’ and inserting ‘‘(D),
and (G)”.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply—

(1) to contributions made in taxable years
beginning after December 31, 2001, and

(2) to contributions made on or before De-
cember 31, 2001, but only to the extent that
a deduction would be allowed under section
170 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 for
taxable years beginning after December 31,
2000, had section 170(b)(1)(G) of such Code (as
added by this section) applied to such con-
tributions when made.

SEC. 3. TREATMENT OF CERTAIN
STOCK OPTIONS.

(a) AMT ADJUSTMENTS.—Section 56(b)(3) of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating
to treatment of incentive stock options) is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘Section 421’ and inserting
the following:

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subparagraph (B), section 421°°, and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
subparagraph:

‘(B) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN MEDICAL RE-
SEARCH STOCK.—

(i) IN GENERAL.—This paragraph shall not
apply in the case of a medical research stock
transfer.

¢(ii) MEDICAL RESEARCH STOCK TRANSFER.—
For purposes of clause (i), the term ‘medical
research stock transfer’ means a transfer—

“(I of stock which is traded on an estab-
lished securities market,

(IT) of stock which is acquired pursuant to
the exercise of an incentive stock option
within the same taxable year as such trans-
fer occurs, and

‘‘(IIT) which is a medical research contribu-
tion (as defined in section 170(b)(1)(G)(iv)).”.

(b) NONRECOGNITION OF CERTAIN INCENTIVE
STOCK OPTIONS.—Section 422(c) of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to special
rules) is amended by adding at the end the
following new paragraph:

‘(8) MEDICAL RESEARCH CONTRIBUTIONS.—
For purposes of this section and section 421,
the transfer of a share of stock which is a
medical research stock transfer (as defined
in section 56(b)(3)(B)) shall be treated as
meeting the requirements of subsection
(a)(@).”.

(¢) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to transfers

INCENTIVE
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of stock made after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.

By Mr. DOMENICI:

S. 394. A bill to make an urgent sup-
plemental appropriation for fiscal year
2001 for the Department of Defense for
the Defense Health Program; to the
Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, as
many Senators know, there has been a
major problem in funding for health
care for military families and military
retirees since 1993. Budgets for the De-
fense Health Program have been sub-
mitted to Congress without requesting
enough spending to cover all known
medical and health care expenses.

This problem has been recurring year
after year because budget officials in
the Department of Defense had been
“low balling’’ their predictions of infla-
tion in DoD’s Defense Health Program;
they have projected medical inflation
at or below the overall economy’s rate.
Meanwhile, medical care costs have
grown well above the national inflation
rate.

Since 1996 DoD has projected an aver-
age annual inflation rate of 1.8 percent
in the Defense Health Program, but the
actual average rate over that time pe-
riod is 4.9 percent.

Just last year, DoD predicted 2.1 per-
cent inflation for the Defense Health
Program in 2001; experts are predicting
the rate to be 7.9 percent.

This unacceptable budgeting practice
has resulted in expenses being incurred
but no funds to pay the bills. Congress
has responded by funding these gaps
with additional spending, usually in
emergency supplemental appropria-
tions bills.

While we have addressed the problem
when we ultimately learn the size of
the funding gap, the inappropriate
budgeting practices of the past have
had a major negative impact on mili-
tary service men and women, military
retirees, and the dependents of both.

When military medical personnel and
civilian providers do not know if or
when they will receive full funding, ap-
pointments for healthcare can be com-
plicated, and the services rendered can
be delayed or degraded. A system that
many already find troublesome can be-
come exasperating.

This problem is not small; it directly
affects an active beneficiary popu-
lation of almost six million, including
1.5 million active duty servicemen and
women, 1 million retirees, and 3.3 fam-
ily dependents.

For several years the problem has
been growing, from approximately $240
million in 1994 to as much as $1.3 bil-
lion in fiscal year 2000. Coincident with
the enactment of ‘““Tricare for Life”
and other new health care benefits in
the Defense Authorization Act for 2001,
the problem has remained at this all
time high level and is currently esti-
mated to be $1.2 billion for 2001. Some
predict it may ultimately be $1.4 bil-
lion before the year is over.

President Bush has already pledged
that he will fully fund Tricare costs in

February 27, 2001

2002 at an estimated $3.9 billion, and I
have every expectation that with the
proper advice he will also fully fund all
2002 Defense Health Program costs.
However, the earlier 2001 funding gap
remains, and I believe Congress can
and should act as promptly as possible
to fully fund all known costs.

Accordingly, I am introducing legis-
lation to provide a supplemental appro-
priation of the currently estimated $1.2
billion for the Defense Health Program
for 2001.

Because the money is needed on an
urgent basis, I will discuss how we can
address this matter with the Chairman
of the Senate Appropriations Com-
mittee when he convenes a meeting of
the Defense Subcommittee on Feb-
ruary 28 to conduct hearings on the
Military Health System. I fully expect
that we will act as promptly as pos-
sible and in time to address real needs.

I am also announcing four specific
recommendations for the Defense
Health Program I will make as Chair-
man of the Senate Budget Committee
for the 2002 congressional budget reso-
lution:

Sufficient budget authority and out-
lays to enable the enactment of the
2001 appropriations legislation I am in-
troducing today.

An additional $1.4 billion in fiscal
year 2002 to accommodate actual infla-
tion in DoD health care, rather than
the unrealistic under-estimate left by
the officials of the outgoing Adminis-
tration.

To accommodate future inflation, the
budget resolution will also provide the
requisite amounts of budget authority
and outlays to accommodate 5 percent
inflation for the next ten years. While
I have every expectation that Presi-
dent Bush and Secretary of Defense
Rumsfeld will address this under-
funding in the 2002 budget, I am adding
these amounts, totaling $18 billion over
10 years, just in case their review of
the defense budget has not yet ad-
dressed the unacceptable budgeting
practices of the past.

In its current estimates, the Congres-
sional Budget Office has not included
additional discretionary spending in its
“baseline’” for the ‘“‘Tricare for Life”
program. The technical reasons for this
are esoteric, but the money is substan-
tial, $9.8 billion over 10 years. If this
money were not also added now, we
would just be engaging in another form
of underfunding.

Congress and the executive branch
have made various promises to both ac-
tive duty and retired military per-
sonnel for their healthcare and the
healthcare of their dependents. It is
unacceptable to make these promises
but not to include in the budget the
money required to make good on them.
The steps I am taking today are the
first steps toward making that happen.

By Mr. BOND (for himself and

Mr. KERRY):
S. 395. A bill to ensure the independ-
ence and nonpartisan operation of the
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Office of Advocacy of the Small Busi-
ness Administration; to the Committee
on Small Business.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I rise in
support of the Independent Office of
Advocacy Act of 2001. This bill is de-
signed to build on the success achieved
by the Office of Advocacy over the past
24 years. It is intended to strengthen
that foundation to make the Office of
Advocacy a stronger, more effective
advocate for all small businesses
throughout the United States. This bill
was approved unanimously by the Sen-
ate during the 106th Congress; however,
it was not taken up in the House of
Representatives prior to the adjourn-
ment last month. It is my under-
standing the House Committee on
Small Business under its new chair-
man, DON MANZULLO, is likely to act on
similar legislation this year.

The Office of Advocacy is a unique of-
fice within the Federal Government. It
is part of the Small Business Adminis-
tration, SBA/Agency, and its director,
the Chief Counsel for Advocacy, is
nominated by the President and con-
firmed by the Senate. At the same
time, the Office is also intended to be
the independent voice for small busi-
ness within the Federal Government. It
is supposed to develop proposals for
changing government policies to help
small businesses, and it is supposed to
represent the views and interests of
small businesses before other Federal
agencies.

As the director of the Office of Advo-
cacy, the Chief Counsel for Advocacy
has a dual responsibility. On the one
hand, he is the independent watchdog
for small business. On the other hand,
he is also a part of the President’s ad-
ministration. As you can imagine,
those are sometimes difficult roles to
play simultaneously.

The Independent Office of Advocacy
Act of 2001 would make the Office of
Advocacy and the Chief Counsel for Ad-
vocacy a fully independent advocate
within the executive branch acting on
behalf of the small business commu-
nity. The bill would establish a clear
mandate that the Office of Advocacy
will fight on behalf of small businesses
regardless of the position taken on
critical issues by the President and his
administration.

The Independent Office of Advocacy
Act of 2001 would direct the Chief
Counsel to submit an annual report on
Federal agency compliance with the
Regulatory Flexibility Act to the
President and the Senate and House
Committees on Small Business. The
Reg Flex Act is a very important weap-
on in the war against the over-regula-
tion of small businesses. When the Sen-
ate first debated this bill in the 106th
Congress, I offered an amendment at
the request of Senator FRED THOMPSON,
chairman of the Government Affairs
Committee, that would direct the Chief
Counsel for Advocacy to send a copy of
the report to the Senate Government
Affairs Committee. In addition, my
amendment also required that copies of
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the report be sent to the House Com-
mittee on Government Reform and the
House and Senate Committees on the
Judiciary. I believe these changes
make good sense for each of the com-
mittees to receive this report on Reg
Flex compliance, and I have included
them in the version of the bill being in-
troduced and debated today.

The Office of Advocacy as envisioned
by the Independent Office of Advocacy
Act 2001 would be unique within the ex-
ecutive branch. The Chief Counsel for
Advocacy would be a wide-ranging ad-
vocate, who would be free to take posi-
tions contrary to the administration’s
policies and to advocate change in gov-
ernment programs and attitudes as
they impact small businesses. During
its consideration of the bill in 1999, the
Committee on Small Business adopted
unanimously an amendment I offered,
which was cosponsored by Senator
JOHN KERRY, the committee’s ranking
Democrat, to require the Chief Counsel
to be appointed ‘‘from civilian life.”
This qualification is intended to em-
phasize that the person nominated to
serve in this important role should
have a strong small business back-
ground.

In 1976, Congress established the Of-
fice of Advocacy in the SBA to be the
eyes, ears and voice for small business
within the Federal Government. Over
time, it has been assumed that the Of-
fice of Advocacy is the ‘‘independent”
voice for small business. While I
strongly believe that the Office of Ad-
vocacy and the Chief Counsel should be
independent and free to advocate or
support positions that might be con-
trary to the administration’s policies, I
have come to find that the Office has
not been as independent as necessary
to do the job for small business.

For example, funding for the Office of
Advocacy comes from the salaries and
expense account of the SBA’s budget.
Staffing is allocated by the SBA Ad-
ministrator to the Office of Advocacy
from the overall staff allocation for the
Agency. In 1990, there were 70 full-time
employees working on behalf of small
businesses in the Office of Advocacy.
Today’s allocation of staff is 49, and
fewer are actually on-board as the re-
sult of the longstanding hiring freeze
at the SBA. The independence of the
Office is diminished when the Office of
Advocacy staff is reduced to allow for
increased staffing for new programs
and additional initiatives in other
areas of SBA, at the discretion of the
Administrator.

In addition, the General Accounting
Office, GAO, undertook a report for me
on personnel practices at the SBA,
GAO/GGD-99-68. I was alarmed by the
GAQO’s finding that during the past
eight years, the Assistant Advocates
and Regional Advocates hired by the
Office of Advocacy shared many of the
attributes of schedule C political ap-
pointees. In fact Regional Advocates
are frequently cleared by the White
House personnel office—the same pro-
cedure followed for approving Schedule
C political appointees.
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The facts discussed in the GAO re-
port cast the Office of Advocacy in a
whole new light. The report raised
questions, concerns and suspicions re-
garding the independence of the Office
of Advocacy. Has there been a time
when the Office did not pursue a mat-
ter as vigorously as it might have were
it not for direct or indirect political in-
fluence? Prior to receipt of the GAO
Report, my response was a resounding
““No.” But since receipt of the GAO re-
port, a question mark arises.

Let me take a moment and note that
I will be unrelenting in my efforts to
insure the complete independence of
the Office of Advocacy in all matters,
at all times, for the continued benefit
of all small businesses. However, so
long as the administration controls the
budget allocated to the Office of Advo-
cacy and controls who is hired, the
independence of the Office may be in
jeopardy. We must correct this situa-
tion, and the sooner we do it, the bet-
ter it will be for the small business
community. As our government is
changing over to President Bush’s ad-
ministration, this would be a oppor-
tune time to establish, once and for all,
the actual independence of the Office of
Advocacy.

The Independent Office of Advocacy
Act of 2001 builds a firewall to prevent
the political intrusion into the man-
agement of day-to-day operations of
the Office of Advocacy. The bill would
require that the SBA’s budget include
a separate account for the Office of Ad-
vocacy. No longer would its funds come
from the general operating account of
the Agency. The separate account
would also provide for the number of
full-time employees who would work
within the Office of Advocacy. No
longer would the Chief Counsel for Ad-
vocacy have to seek approval from the
SBA Administrator to hire staff for the
Office of Advocacy.

The bill would also continue the
practice of allowing the Chief Counsel
to hire individuals critical to the mis-
sion of the Office of Advocacy without
going through the normal competitive
procedures directed by federal law and
the Office of Personnel Management,
(OPM). I believe this special hiring au-
thority, which is limited only to em-
ployees within the Office of Advocacy,
is beneficial because it allows the Chief
Council to hire quickly those persons
who can best asset the Office in re-
sponding to changing issues and prob-
lems confronting small businesses.

Mr. President, the Independent Office
of Advocacy Act is a sound bill. It is
the product of a great deal of thought-
ful, objective review and consideration
by me, the staff of the Committee on
Small Business, representatives of the
small business community, former
Chief Counsels for Advocacy and oth-
ers. These individuals have also de-
voted much time and effort in actively
participating in a committee round-
table discussion on the Office of Advo-
cacy, which my committee held on
April 21, 1999. As I stated earlier, the
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Committee on Small Business approved
this bill by a unanimous 17-0 vote, and
it was later approved unanimously by
the Senate. I urge each of my col-
leagues to review this legislation close-
ly.

I ask unanimous consent that the
text of the bill be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 395

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘“‘Independent
Office of Advocacy Act of 2001,

SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

The Congress finds that—

(1) excessive regulations continue to bur-
den United States small businesses;

(2) Federal agencies are reluctant to com-
ply with the requirements of chapter 6 of
title 5, United States Code, and continue to
propose regulations that impose dispropor-
tionate burdens on small businesses;

(3) the Office of Advocacy of the Small
Business Administration (referred to in this
Act as the ““Office’’) is an effective advocate
for small businesses that can help to ensure
that agencies are responsive to small busi-
nesses and that agencies comply with their
statutory obligations under chapter 6 of title
5, United States Code, and under the Small
Business Regulatory Enforcement Fairness
Act of 1996 (Public Law 104-121; 106 Stat. 4249
et seq.);

(4) the independence of the Office is essen-
tial to ensure that it can serve as an effec-
tive advocate for small businesses without
being restricted by the views or policies of
the Small Business Administration or any
other executive branch agency;

(5) the Office needs sufficient resources to
conduct the research required to assess effec-
tively the impact of regulations on small
businesses; and

(6) the research, information, and expertise
of the Office make it a valuable adviser to
Congress as well as the executive branch
agencies with which the Office works on be-
half of small businesses.

SEC. 3. PURPOSES.

The purposes of this Act are—

(1) to ensure that the Office has the statu-
tory independence and adequate financial re-
sources to advocate for and on behalf of
small business;

(2) to require that the Office report to the
Chairmen and Ranking Members of the Com-
mittees on Small Business of the Senate and
the House of Representatives and the Admin-
istrator of the Small Business Administra-
tion in order to keep them fully and cur-
rently informed about issues and regulations
affecting small businesses and the necessity
for corrective action by the regulatory agen-
cy or the Congress;

(3) to provide a separate authorization for
appropriations for the Office;

(4) to authorize the Office to report to the
President and to the Congress regarding
agency compliance with chapter 6 of title 5,
United States Code; and

(5) to enhance the role of the Office pursu-
ant to chapter 6 of title 5, United States
Code.

SEC. 4. OFFICE OF ADVOCACY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title II of Public Law 94—
305 (15 U.S.C. 634a et seq.) is amended by
striking sections 201 through 203 and insert-
ing the following:
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“SEC. 201. SHORT TITLE.

“This title may be cited as the ‘Office of
Advocacy Act’.

“SEC. 202. DEFINITIONS.

“In this title—

‘(1) the term ‘Administration’ means the
Small Business Administration;

‘“(2) the term ‘Administrator’ means the
Administrator of the Small Business Admin-
istration;

‘“(3) the term ‘Chief Counsel’ means the
Chief Counsel for Advocacy appointed under
section 203; and

‘“(4) the term ‘Office’ means the Office of
Advocacy established under section 203.

“SEC. 203. ESTABLISHMENT OF OFFICE OF ADVO-
CACY.

‘“‘(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—There is established in
the Administration an Office of Advocacy.

‘(2) APPROPRIATION REQUESTS.—Each ap-
propriation request prepared and submitted
by the Administration under section 1108 of
title 31, United States Code, shall include a
separate request relating to the Office.

“‘(b) CHIEF COUNSEL FOR ADVOCACY.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The management of the
Office shall be vested in a Chief Counsel for
Advocacy, who shall be appointed from civil-
ian life by the President, by and with the ad-
vice and consent of the Senate, without re-
gard to political affiliation and solely on the
ground of fitness to perform the duties of the
office.

‘“(2) EMPLOYMENT RESTRICTION.—The indi-
vidual appointed to the office of Chief Coun-
sel may not serve as an officer or employee
of the Administration during the 5-year pe-
riod preceding the date of appointment.

“(3) REMOVAL.—The Chief Counsel may be
removed from office by the President, and
the President shall notify the Congress of
any such removal not later than 30 days be-
fore the date of the removal, except that 30-
day prior notice shall not be required in the
case of misconduct, neglect of duty, malfea-
sance, or if there is reasonable cause to be-
lieve that the Chief Counsel has committed a
crime for which a sentence of imprisonment
can be imposed.

‘“(c) PRIMARY
shall—

‘(1) examine the role of small business
concerns in the economy of the United
States and the contribution that small busi-
ness concerns can make in improving com-
petition, encouraging economic and social
mobility for all citizens, restraining infla-
tion, spurring production, expanding employ-
ment opportunities, increasing productivity,
promoting exports, stimulating innovation
and entrepreneurship, and providing the
means by which new and untested products
and services can be brought to the market-
place;

““(2) assess the effectiveness of Federal sub-
sidy and assistance programs for small busi-
ness concerns and the desirability of reduc-
ing the emphasis on those programs and in-
creasing the emphasis on general assistance
programs designed to benefit all small busi-
ness concerns;

‘“(3) measure the direct costs and other ef-
fects of government regulation of small busi-
ness concerns, and make legislative, regu-
latory, and nonlegislative proposals for
eliminating the excessive or unnecessary
regulation of small business concerns;

‘“(4) determine the impact of the tax struc-
ture on small business concerns and make
legislative, regulatory, and other proposals
for altering the tax structure to enable all
small business concerns to realize their po-
tential for contributing to the improvement
of the Nation’s economic well-being;

‘“(5) study the ability of financial markets
and institutions to meet small business cred-

FUNCTIONS.—The  Office
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it needs and determine the impact of govern-
ment demands on credit for small business
concerns;

‘“(6) determine financial resource avail-
ability and recommend, with respect to
small business concerns, methods for—

‘“(A) delivery of financial assistance to mi-
nority and women-owned enterprises, includ-
ing methods for securing equity capital;

‘“(B) generating markets for goods and
services;

‘“(C) providing effective business edu-
cation, more effective management and tech-
nical assistance, and training; and

‘(D) assistance in complying with Federal,
State, and local laws;

“(7) evaluate the efforts of Federal agen-
cies and the private sector to assist minority
and women-owned small business concerns;

‘(8) make such recommendations as may
be appropriate to assist the development and
strengthening of minority, women-owned,
and other small business concerns;

‘(9) recommend specific measures for cre-
ating an environment in which all businesses
will have the opportunity—

“(A) to compete effectively and expand to
their full potential; and

‘(B) to ascertain any common reasons for
small business successes and failures;

‘(10) to determine the desirability of devel-
oping a set of rational, objective criteria to
be used to define small business, and to de-
velop such criteria, if appropriate;

‘(11) make recommendations and submit
reports to the Chairmen and Ranking Mem-
bers of the Committees on Small Business of
the Senate and the House of Representatives
and the Administrator with respect to issues
and regulations affecting small business con-
cerns and the necessity for corrective action
by the Administrator, any Federal depart-
ment or agency, or the Congress; and

‘(12) evaluate the efforts of each depart-
ment and agency of the United States, and of
private industry, to assist small business
concerns owned and controlled by veterans,
as defined in section 3(q) of the Small Busi-
ness Act (156 U.S.C. 632(q)), and small business
concerns owned and controlled by serviced-
disabled veterans, as defined in such section
3(q), and to provide statistical information
on the utilization of such programs by such
small business concerns, and to make appro-
priate recommendations to the Adminis-
trator and to the Congress in order to pro-
mote the establishment and growth of those
small business concerns.

‘(d) ADDITIONAL FUNCTIONS.—The Office
shall, on a continuing basis—

‘(1) serve as a focal point for the receipt of
complaints, criticisms, and suggestions con-
cerning the policies and activities of the Ad-
ministration and any other department or
agency of the Federal Government that af-
fects small business concerns;

“(2) counsel small business concerns on the
means by which to resolve questions and
problems concerning the relationship be-
tween small business and the Federal Gov-
ernment;

‘“(3) develop proposals for changes in the
policies and activities of any agency of the
Federal Government that will better fulfill
the purposes of this title and communicate
such proposals to the appropriate Federal
agencies;

‘“(4) represent the views and interests of
small business concerns before other Federal
agencies whose policies and activities may
affect small business;

‘() enlist the cooperation and assistance
of public and private agencies, businesses,
and other organizations in disseminating in-
formation about the programs and services
provided by the Federal Government that
are of benefit to small business concerns, and
information on the means by which small
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business concerns can participate in or make
use of such programs and services; and

‘(6) carry out the responsibilities of the
Office under chapter 6 of title 5, United
States Code.

‘“(e) OVERHEAD AND ADMINISTRATIVE SUP-
PORT.—The Administrator shall provide the
Office with appropriate and adequate office
space at central and field office locations of
the Administration, together with such
equipment, office supplies, and communica-
tions facilities and services as may be nec-
essary for the operation of such offices, and
shall provide necessary maintenance services
for such offices and the equipment and facili-
ties located therein.”.

(b) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.—Title II of Pub-
lic Law 94-305 (15 U.S.C. 634a et seq.) is
amended by striking section 206 and insert-
ing the following:

“SEC. 206. REPORTS TO CONGRESS.

‘‘(a) ANNUAL REPORTS.—Not less than an-
nually, the Chief Counsel shall submit to the
President and to the Committees on Small
Business of the Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives, the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs of the Senate, the Committee
on Government Reform of the House of Rep-
resentatives, and the Committees on the Ju-
diciary of the Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives a report on agency compliance
with chapter 6 of title 5, United States Code.

“(b) ADDITIONAL REPORTS.—In addition to
the reports required under subsection (a) of
this section and section 203(c)(11), the Chief
Counsel may prepare and publish such re-
ports as the Chief Counsel determines to be
appropriate.

‘‘(c) PROHIBITION.—No report under this
title shall be submitted to the Office of Man-
agement and Budget or to any other depart-
ment or agency of the Federal Government
for any purpose before submission of the re-
port to the President and to the Congress.”.

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
Title II of Public Law 94-305 (15 U.S.C. 634a et
seq.) is amended by striking section 207 and
inserting the following:

“SEC. 207. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to
be appropriated to the Office to carry out
this title such sums as may be necessary for
each fiscal year.

“(b) AVAILABILITY.—Any amount appro-
priated under subsection (a) shall remain
available, without fiscal year limitation,
until expended.”.

(d) INCUMBENT CHIEF COUNSEL FOR ADVO-
CACY.—The individual serving as the Chief
Counsel for Advocacy of the Small Business
Administration on the date of enactment of
this Act shall continue to serve in that posi-
tion after such date in accordance with sec-
tion 203 of the Office of Advocacy Act, as
amended by this section.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join with my friend and col-
league, Chairman of the Senate Com-
mittee on Small Business, KIT BOND, in
introducing the ‘‘Independent Office of
Advocacy Act.” This legislation will
help ensure the Small Business Admin-
istration’s (SBA) Office of Advocacy
has the necessary autonomy to remain
an independent voice for America’s
small businesses. I would like to thank
the Chairman and his staff for working
with me and my staff to make the nec-
essary changes to this legislation to
garner bipartisan support.

This legislation is similar to a bill
introduced by Chairman BOND, which I
supported, during the 106th Congress.
While this legislation received strong
support in the Senate Committee on
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Small Business and on the floor of the
Senate, the House did not take any ac-
tion. I am hopeful that this legislation
will be enacted during the 107th Con-
gress.

The Independent Office of Advocacy
Act rewrites the law that created the
Small Business Administration’s Office
of Advocacy to allow for increased au-
tonomy. It reaffirms the Office’s statu-
tory and financial independence by pre-
venting the President from firing the
advocate without 30 days prior notice
to Congress and by creating a separate
authorization for the Office from that
of SBA’s. It also states that the Chief
Counsel shall be appointed without re-
gard to political affiliation, and shall
not have served in the Administration
for a period of 5 years prior to the date
of appointment.

The legislation also makes women-
owned businesses an equal priority of
the Office of Advocacy by adding
women-owned business to the primary
functions of the Office of Advocacy,
wherever minority owned business ap-
pears. It also adds new reporting re-
quirements and additional functions to
the Office of Advocacy with regard to
enforcement of the Small Business
Regulatory Enforcement Fairness Act,
SBREFA. The provisions regarding
SBREFA are already a part of existing
law in Chapter 6 Title 5 of US Code,
and will now, rightly, be added to the
statute establishing the Office of Advo-
cacy.

But at its heart, this legislation will
allow the Office of Advocacy to better
represent small business interests be-
fore Congress, Federal agencies, and
the Federal Government without fear
of reprisal for disagreeing with the po-
sition of the current Administration.

For those of my colleagues without
an intimate knowledge of the impor-
tant role the Office of Advocacy and its
Chief Counsel play in protecting and
promoting America’s small businesses,
I will briefly elaborate its important
functions and achievements. From
studying the role of small business in
the U.S. economy, to promoting small
business exports, to lightening the reg-
ulatory burden of small businesses
through the Regulatory Flexibility Act
(RFA) and the Small Business Regu-
latory Enforcement Fairness Act,
SBREFA, the Office of Advocacy has a
wide scope of authority and responsi-
bility.

The U.S. Congress created the Office
of Advocacy, headed by a Chief Counsel
to be appointed by the President from
the private sector and confirmed by the
Senate, in June of 1976. The rationale
was to give small businesses a louder
voice in the councils of government.

Each year, the Office of Advocacy
works to facilitate meetings for small
business people with congressional
staff and executive branch officials,
and convenes ad hoc issue-specific
meetings to discuss small business con-
cerns. It has published numerous re-
ports, compiled vast amounts of data
and successfully lightened the regu-
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latory burden on America’s small busi-
nesses. In the area of contracting, the
Office of Advocacy developed PRO-
Net, a database of small businesses
used by contracting officers to find
small businesses interested in selling
to the Federal government.

The U.S. Congress, the Administra-
tion and of course, small businesses,
have all benefitted from the work of
the Office of Advocacy. For example,
between 1998 and 2000, regulatory
changes supported by the Office of Ad-
vocacy saved small businesses around
$20 billion in annual and one-time com-
pliance costs.

Mr. President, small businesses re-
main the backbone of the U.S. econ-
omy, accounting for 99 percent of all
employers, providing 75 percent of all
net new jobs, and accounting for 51 per-
cent of private-sector output. In fact,
and this may surprise some of my col-
leagues, small businesses employ 38
percent of high-tech workers, an in-
creasingly important sector in our
economy.

Small businesses have also taken the
lead in moving people from welfare to
work and an increasing number of
women and minorities are turning to
small business ownership as a means to
gain economic self-sufficiency. Put
simply, small businesses represent
what is best in the United States econ-
omy, providing innovation, competi-
tion and entrepreneurship.

Their interests are vast, their activi-
ties divergent, and the difficulties they
face to stay in business are numerous.
To provide the necessary support to
help them, SBA’s Office of Advocacy
needs our support.

The responsibility and authority
given the Office of Advocacy and the
Chief Counsel are crucial to their abil-
ity to be an effective independent voice
in the Federal Government for small
businesses. When the Senate Com-
mittee on Small Business held a
Roundtable meeting about the Office of
Advocacy with small business concerns
on April 21, 1999, every person in the
room was concerned about the present
and future state of affairs for the Office
of Advocacy. These small businesses
asked us to do everything we could to
protect and strengthen this important
office. I believe this legislation accom-
plishes this important goal.

I have always been a strong sup-
porter of the Office of Advocacy and I
am pleased to join with Chairman BOND
in introducing this legislation, which
will ensure that it remains an inde-
pendent and effective voice rep-
resenting America’s small businesses.

By Mr. BOND (for himself and
Mr. KERRY):

S. 396. A bill to provide for national
quadrennial summits on small business
and State summits on small business,
to establish the White House Quadren-
nial Commission on Small Business,
and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Small Business.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, it is with
great pleasure that I am introducing
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the White House Quadrennial Small
Business Summit Act of 2001. This bill
is designed to create a permanent inde-
pendent commission that will carry-on
the extraordinary work that has been
accomplished by three White House
Conferences on Small Business. The
Small Business Commission will direct
national and state Small business sum-
mits, and small business delegates
from every state will attend the sum-
mits.

Last year, representatives of small
businesses and organizers of prior
White House Conferences on Small
Business worked closely with the Com-
mittee on Small Business to develop
legislation similar to the bill I am in-
troducing today. The bill passed the
Senate last year as part of the Small
Business Reauthorization Act of 2000,
S. 3121; however, it was dropped in Con-
ference.

For the past 15 years, small busi-
nesses have been the fastest growing
sector of the U.S. economy. When large
businesses were restructuring and lay-
ing off significant numbers of workers,
small businesses not only filled the
gap, but their growth actually caused a
net increase in new jobs. Today, small
businesses employ over one-half of all
workers in the United States, and they
generate nearly 55 percent of the gross
domestic product. Were it not for small
businesses, our country could not have
experienced the sustained economic up-
surge that has been ongoing since 1992.

Because small businesses play such a
significant role in our economy, in
both rural towns and bustling inner
cities, I believe it is important that the
Federal government sponsor a national
conference every four years to high-
light the successes of small businesses
and to focus national attention on the
problems that may be hindering the
ability of small businesses to start up
and grow.

Small business ownership is, has
been, and will continue to be the dream
of millions of Americans. Countries
from all over the world send delega-
tions to the United states to study why
our system of small business ownership
is so successful, all the while looking
for a way to duplicate our success in
their countries. Because we see and ex-
perience the successes of small busi-
nesses on a daily basis, it is easy to
lose sight of the very special thing we
have going for us in the United States,
where each of us can have the oppor-
tunity to own and run our own busi-
ness.

The White House Quadrennial Small
Business Summit Act of 2001 is de-
signed to capture and focus our atten-
tion on small business every four
years. In this way, we will take the op-
portunity to study what is happening
throughout the United States to small
businesses. In one sense, the bill is de-
signed to put small business on a pin-
nacle so we can appreciate what they
have accomplished. At the same time,
and just as important, every four years
we will have an opportunity to learn
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from small businesses in each state
what is not going well for them, such
as, actions by the Federal government
that hinder small business growth or
state and local regulations that are a
deterrent to starting a business.

My bill creates an independent, bi-
partisan White House Quadrennial
Commission on Small Business, which
will be made up of 8 small business ad-
vocates and the Small Business Admin-
istration’s Chief Counsel for Advocacy.
Every four years, during the first year
following a presidential election, the
President will name four National
Commissioners. In the U.S. Senate and
the House of Representatives, the Ma-
jority Leader and Minority Leader of
each body will each name one National
Commissioner.

Widespread participation from small
businesses in each state will contribute
to the work leading up to the national
Small Business Summit. Under the
bill, the Small Business Summit will
take place one year after the Quadren-
nial Commissioners are appointed. The
first act of the Commissioners will be
to request that each Governor and each
U.S. Senator name a small business
delegate and alternate delegate from
their respective states to the National
Convention. Each U.S. Representative
will be asked to name a small business
delegate and alternative from his or
her Congressional district. And the
President will name a delegate and al-
ternate from each state.

The delegates to the Small Business
Summit must be owners or officers of
small businesses. Prior to the national
Small Business Summit, there will be
individual State Summits at which ad-
ditional delegates will be elected to at-
tend the national Summit. Three dele-
gates and three alternates will be
elected from each Congressional dis-
trict within the state.

The small busines delegates will play
a major role leading up to the Small
Business Summit. We will be looking
to the small business delegates to de-
velop and highlight issues of critical
concern to small businesses. The work
at the state level by the small business
delegates will need to be thorough and
thoughtful to make the Small Business
Summit a success.

My goal will be for the small business
delegates to think broadly, that is, to
think ‘“‘out of the box.” Their attention
should include but not be restricted to
the traditional issues associated with
small business concerns, such as access
to capital, tax reform and regulatory
reform. In my role as Chairman of the
Committee on Small Business, I will
urge the delegates to focus on a wide
array of issues that impact signifi-
cantly on small businesses, including
the importance of a solid education and
the need for skilled, trained workers.

Once the small business delegates are
selected, the Small Business Commis-
sion will serve as a resource to the del-
egates for issue development and for
planning the State Conferences. The
Small Business Commission will have a
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modest staff, including an Executive
Director, that will work full time to
make the State and National Summits
successes. A major resource to the
Small Business Commission and its
staff will be the Chief Counsel for Ad-
vocacy from the SBA. The Chief Coun-
sel and the Office of Advocacy will
serve as a major resource to the Small
Business Commission, and in turn, to
the small business delegates, by pro-
viding them with both substantive
background informaiton and other ad-
ministrative materials in support of
the State and National Summits.

Mr. President, small businesses gen-
erally do not have the resources to
maintain full time representatives to
lobby our Federal government. They
are too busy running their businesses
to devote much attention to educating
government officials as to what is
going well, what is going poorly, and
what needs improvement for the small
business community. The White House
Quadrennial Small Business Summit
will give small businesses an oppor-
tunity every four years to make its
mark on the Congress and the Execu-
tive Branch. I urge each of my col-
leagues to review their proposal, and I
hope they will agree to join me as co-
sponsors of the “White House Quadren-
nial Small Busines Summit Act of
2001.”

I ask unanimous consent that the
text of the bill be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 396

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘“White House
Quadrennial Small Business Summit Act of
2001,

SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS.

In this Act—

(1) the term ‘‘Administrator’” means the
Administrator of the Small Business Admin-
istration;

(2) the term ‘‘Chief Counsel” means the
Chief Counsel for Advocacy of the Small
Business Administration;

(3) the term ‘“‘Small Business Commission’’
means the national White House Quadrennial
Commission on Small Business established
under section 6;

(4) the term ‘‘Small Business Summit’—

(A) means the White House Quadrennial
Summit on Small Business conducted under
section 3(a); and

(B) includes the last White House Con-
ference on Small Business occurring before
2002;

(5) the term ‘‘small business’” has the
meaning given the term ‘‘small business con-
cern’’ in section 3 of the Small Business Act;

(6) the term ‘‘State’ means any of the 50
States of the United States, the District of
Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto
Rico, and the United States Virgin Islands;
and

(7) the term ‘State Summit” means a
State Summit on Small Business conducted
under section 3(b).

SEC. 3. NATIONAL AND STATE QUADRENNIAL
SUMMITS ON SMALL BUSINESS.

(a) QUADRENNIAL SUMMITS.—There shall be

a national White House Quadrennial Summit
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on Small Business once every 4 years, to be
held during the second year following each
Presidential election, to carry out the pur-
poses set forth in section 4.

(b) STATE SUMMITS.—Each Small Business
Summit referred to in subsection (a) shall be
preceded by a State Summit on Small Busi-
ness, with not fewer than 1 such summit held
in each State, and with not fewer than 2 such
summits held in any State having a popu-
lation of more than 10,000,000.

SEC. 4. PURPOSES OF SMALL BUSINESS SUM-
MITS.

The purposes of each Small Business Sum-
mit shall be—

(1) to increase public awareness of the con-
tribution of small business to the national
economy;

(2) to identify the problems of small busi-
ness;

(3) to examine the status of minorities and
women as small business owners;

(4) to assist small business in carrying out
its role as the Nation’s job creator;

(5) to assemble small businesses to develop
such specific and comprehensive rec-
ommendations for legislative and regulatory
action as may be appropriate for maintain-
ing and encouraging the economic viability
of small business and thereby, the Nation;
and

(6) to review the status of recommenda-
tions adopted at the immediately preceding
Small Business Summit.

SEC. 5. SUMMIT PARTICIPANTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—To carry out the purposes
set forth in section 4, the Small Business
Commission shall conduct Small Business
Summits and State Summits to bring to-
gether individuals concerned with issues re-
lating to small business.

(b) SUMMIT DELEGATES.—

(1) QUALIFICATION.—Only individuals who
are owners or officers of a small business
shall be eligible for appointment or election
as delegates (or alternates) to the Small
Business Summit, or be eligible to vote in
the selection of delegates at the State Sum-
mits pursuant to this subsection.

(2) APPOINTED DELEGATES.—Two months
before the date of the first State Summit,
there shall be—

(A) 1 delegate (and 1 alternate) appointed
by the Governor of each State;

(B) 1 delegate (and 1 alternate) appointed
by each Member of the House of Representa-
tives, from the congressional district of that
Member;

(C) 1 delegate (and 1 alternate) appointed
by each Member of the Senate from the
home State of that Member; and

(D) b3 delegates (and 53 alternates) ap-
pointed by the President, 1 from each State.

(3) ELECTED DELEGATES.—The participants
at each State Summit shall elect 3 delegates
and 3 alternates to the Small Business Sum-
mit for each congressional district within
the State, or part of the State represented at
the Summit, or not fewer than 9 delegates,
pursuant to rules developed by the Small
Business Commission.

(4) POWERS AND DUTIES.—Delegates to each
Small Business Summit shall—

(A) attend the State summits in his or her
respective State;

(B) elect a delegation chairperson, vice
chairperson, and other leadership as may be
necessary;

(C) conduct meetings and other activities
at the State level before the date of the
Small Business Summit, subject to the ap-
proval of the Small Business Commission;
and

(D) direct such State level summits, meet-
ings, and activities toward the consideration
of the purposes set forth in section 4, in
order to prepare for the next Small Business
Summit.
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(5) ALTERNATES.—Alternates shall serve
during the absence or unavailability of the
delegate.

(¢) ROLE OF THE CHIEF COUNSEL.—The Chief
Counsel shall, after consultation and in co-
ordination with the Small Business Commis-
sion, assist in carrying out the Small Busi-
ness Summits and State Summits required
by this Act by—

(1) preparing and providing background in-
formation and administrative materials for
use by participants in the summits;

(2) distributing issue information and ad-
ministrative communications, electronically
where possible through an Internet web site
and e-mail, and in printed form if requested;

(3) maintaining an Internet web site and
regular e-mail communications after each
Small Business Summit to inform delegates
and the public of the status of recommenda-
tions and related governmental activity; and

(4) maintaining, between summits, an ac-
tive interim organization of delegate rep-
resentatives from each region of the Admin-
istration, to advise the Chief Counsel on
each of the major small business issue areas,
and monitor the progress of the Summits’
recommendations.

(d) EXPENSES.—Each delegate (and alter-
nate) to each Small Business Summit and
State Summit—

(1) shall be responsible for the expenses of
that delegate related to attending the sum-
mits; and

(2) shall not be reimbursed either from
funds made available pursuant to this sec-
tion or the Small Business Act.

(e) ADVISORY COMMITTEE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Small Business Com-
mission shall appoint a Summit Advisory
Committee, which shall be composed of 10 in-
dividuals who were participants at the most
recently preceding Small Business Summit,
to advise the Small Business Commission on
the organization, rules, and processes of the
Summits.

(2) PREFERENCE.—Preference for appoint-
ment under this subsection shall be given to
individuals who have been active partici-
pants in the implementation process fol-
lowing the most recently preceding Small
Business Summit.

(f) PUBLIC PARTICIPATION.—Small Business
Summits and State Summits shall be open
to the public, and no fee or charge may be
imposed on any attendee, other than an
amount necessary to cover the cost of any
meal provided, plus, with respect to State
Summits, a registration fee to defray the ex-
pense of meeting rooms and materials of not
to exceed $20 per person.

SEC. 6. WHITE HOUSE QUADRENNIAL COMMIS-
SION ON SMALL BUSINESS.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established
the White House Quadrennial Commission on
Small Business.

(b) MEMBERSHIP.—

(1) APPOINTMENT.—The Small Business
Commission shall be composed of 9 members,
including—

(A) the Chief Counsel;

(B) 4 members appointed by the President;

(C) 1 member appointed by the Majority
Leader of the Senate;

(D) 1 member appointed by the Minority
Leader of the Senate;

(E) 1 member appointed by the Majority
Leader of the House of Representatives; and

(F) 1 member appointed by the Minority
Leader of the House of Representatives.

(2) SELECTION.—Members of the Small
Business Commission described in subpara-
graphs (B) through (F) of paragraph (1) shall
be selected from among distinguished indi-
viduals noted for their knowledge and expe-
rience in fields relevant to the issue of small
business and the purposes set forth in sec-
tion 4.
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(3) TIME OF APPOINTMENT.—The appoint-
ments required by paragraph (1)—

(A) shall be made not later than 18 months
before the opening date of each Small Busi-
ness Summit; and

(B) shall expire 6 months after the date on
which each Small Business Summit is con-
vened.

(¢) ELECTION OF CHAIRPERSON.—At the first
meeting of the Small Business Commission,
a majority of the members present and vot-
ing shall elect a member of the Small Busi-
ness Commission to serve as the Chair-
person.

(d) POWERS AND DUTIES OF COMMISSION.—
The Small Business Commission—

(1) may enter into contracts with public
agencies, private organizations, and aca-
demic institutions to carry out this Act;

(2) shall consult, coordinate, and contract
with an independent, nonpartisan organiza-
tion that—

(A) has both substantive and logistical ex-
perience in developing and organizing con-
ferences and forums throughout the Nation
with elected officials and other government
and business leaders;

(B) has experience in generating private re-
sources from multiple States in the form of
event sponsorships; and

(C) can demonstrate evidence of a working
relationship with Members of Congress from
the majority and minority parties, and at
least 1 Federal agency; and

(3) shall prescribe such financial controls
and accounting procedures as needed for the
handling of funds from fees and charges and
the payment of authorized meal, facility,
travel, and other related expenses.

(e) PLANNING AND ADMINISTRATION OF SUM-
MITS.—In carrying out the Small Business
Summits and State Summits, the Small
Business Commission shall consult with—

(1) the Chief Counsel;

(2) Congress; and

(3) such other Federal agencies as the
Small Business Commission determines to be
appropriate.

(f) REPORTS REQUIRED.—Not later than 6
months after the date on which each Small
Business Summit is convened, the Small
Business Commission shall submit to the
President and to the Chairpersons and Rank-
ing Members of the Committees on Small
Business of the Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives a final report, which shall—

(1) include the findings and recommenda-
tions of the Small Business Summit and any
proposals for legislative action necessary to
implement those recommendations; and

(2) be made available to the public.

(g) QUORUM.—Four voting members of the
Small Business Commission shall constitute
a quorum for purposes of transacting busi-
ness.

(h) MEETINGS.—The Small Business Com-
mission shall meet not later than 20 calendar
days after the appointment of the initial
members of the Small Business Commission,
and not less frequently than every 30 cal-
endar days thereafter.

(i) VACANCIES.—Any vacancy on the Small
Business Commission shall not affect its
powers, but shall be filled in the manner in
which the original appointment was made.

(j) EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR AND STAFF.—The
Small Business Commission may appoint
and compensate an Executive Director and
such other personnel to conduct the Small
Business Summits and State Summits as the
Small Business Commission may determine
to be advisable, without regard to title 5,
United States Code, governing appointments
in the competitive service, and without re-
gard to chapter 51 and subchapter III of
chapter 53 of such title, relating to classi-
fication and General Schedule pay rates, ex-
cept that the rate of pay for the Executive
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Director and other personnel may not exceed
the rate payable for level V of the Executive
Schedule under section 5316 of such title.

(k) FUNDING.—Members of the Small Busi-
ness Commission shall be allowed travel ex-
penses, including per diem in lieu of subsist-
ence at rates authorized for employees of
agencies under subchapter I of chapter 57 of
title 5, United States Code, while away from
their homes or regular places of business in
the performance of services for the Small
Business Commission.

SEC. 7. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS;
AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out each Small Business Summit and
the State Summits required by this Act,
$5,000,000, which shall remain available until
expended. New spending authority or author-
ity to enter contracts as provided in this
title shall be effective only to such extent
and in such amounts as are provided in ad-
vance in appropriations Acts.

(b) SPECIFIC EARMARK.—No amount made
available to the Small Business Administra-
tion may be made available to carry out this
title, other than amounts made available
specifically for the purpose of conducting the
Small Business Summits and State Sum-
mits.

By Mr. MCcCAIN (for himself, Mr.
LEVIN, Mr. HAGEL, Mr. LIEBER-
MAN, Mr. KyL, Mr. REED, Mr.
VOINOVICH, Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr.
JEFFORDS, Mr. DEWINE, and Mr.
KOHL):

S. 397. A bill to amend the Defense
Base Closure and Realignment Act of
1990 to authorize additional rounds of
base closures and realignments under
the Act in 2003 and 2005, to modify cer-
tain authorities relating to closures
and realignments under that Act; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce legislation that
would authorize two rounds of U.S.
military installation realignment and
closures to occur in 2003 and 2005. I am
pleased to have Senators LEVIN, HAGEL,
LIEBERMAN, KYL, REED, KOHL, VOINO-
VICH, FEINGOLD, JEFFORDS and DEWINE
as co-sponsors of this bill.

Although I would prefer to say that
this is a new idea—it isn’t. In 1970, the
Blue Ribbon Defense Panel, ‘‘Fithugh
Commission’’) made reference to ‘‘con-
solidation of military activities at
fewer installations would contribute to
more efficient operations and would
produce substantial savings.” In 1983,
the President’s Private Sector Survey
on Cost Control, ‘“‘Grace Commigssion’’

made strong recommendations for
military base closures. In 1997, the
Quadrennial Defense Review rec-

ommended that, even after four base
closure rounds in 1988, 1991, 1993 and
1995, the Armed Forces ‘must shed ex-
cess infrastructure.” Likewise, the 1997
Defense Reform Initiative and the Na-
tional Defense Panel ‘‘strongly urged
Congress and the Department of De-
fense to move quickly to restore the
base realignment and closure, BRAC,
process.”

Mr. President, we have too many
military bases. The cold war is over.
We will never have a requirement for
as many bases as we have today. Clear-
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ly we could save, according to most
conservative estimates, somewhere be-
tween $3 and $4 billion a year of tax-
payer dollars that are now expended

unnecessarily on Kkeeping military
bases open.
The Congressional Budget Office,

former Secretaries DICK CHENEY and
William Cohen, nearly all the Service
Chiefs and other respected defense ex-
perts have been consistent in their plea
that the Pentagon be permitted to di-
vest themselves of excess infrastruc-
ture beyond what was eliminated dur-
ing the prior rounds of base closings.
Through the end of 1998, the Pentagon
had closed 97 major bases in the United
States after four previous rounds of
BRAC. Since then, it has closed none.
Moreover, the savings from closing ad-
ditional unneeded bases should be used
for force modernization purposes.

We have heard over the last several
yvears of the dire situation of our mili-
tary forces. We have heard testimony
of plunging readiness, modernization
programs that are decades behind
schedule, and quality of life defi-
ciencies that are so great we cannot re-
tain or recruit the personnel we need.
As a result of this realization, there
has been a groundswell of support in
Congress for the Armed Forces, includ-
ing a number of pay, retirement and
medical benefit initiatives and the
promise of a significant increase in de-
fense spending.

All of these proposals are excellent
starting points to help rebuild our
military, but we must not forget that
much of it will be in vain if the Depart-
ment of Defense is obligated to main-
tain 23 percent excess capacity in infra-
structure. When we actually look for
the dollars to pay for these initiatives,
it is unconscionable that some would
not look to the billions of dollars to be
saved by base realignment and closure.
Only 30 percent of the defense budget
funds combat forces, while the remain-
ing 70 percent is devoted to support
functions such as bases. Continuing to
squander precious dollars in this man-
ner will make it impossible for us to
adequately modernize our forces for
the future. The Joint Chiefs of Staff
have stated repeatedly that they desire
more opportunities to streamline the
military’s infrastructure. We cannot
sit idly by and throw money and ideas
at the problem when part of the solu-
tion is staring us in the face.

This proposed legislation offers a sig-
nificant change to present law. Under
this legislation, privatization in-place
would be permitted only when explic-
itly recommended by the Commission.
Additionally, the Secretary of Defense
must consider local government input
in preparing his list of desired base clo-
sures.

Total BRAC savings realized from
the four previous closure rounds exceed
total costs to date. Department of De-
fense figures suggest previous base clo-
sures will save, after one-time closing
costs, $15 billion through fiscal year
2001, $25 billion through fiscal year 2003
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and $6.1 billion a year thereafter. Addi-
tional needed closures can save $20 bil-
lion by 2015, and $3 billion a year there-
after. Sooner or later these surplus
bases will be closed anyway. The soon-
er the issue is addressed, the greater
will be the savings that will ultimately
go toward defense modernization and
greater pay raises for service members.

Previous base closure rounds have
had many success stories. For example,
after England Air Force Base closed in
1992, Alexandria, Louisiana benefitted
from the creation of over 1,400 jobs—
nearly double the number of jobs lost.
Across the U.S. about 60,000 new jobs
have been created at closing military
bases. At bases closed more than 2
years, nearly 75 percent of the civilian
jobs have been replaced.

In Charleston, South Carolina, where
the number of defense job losses, as a
percentage of the work force, was
greater than at any other base closure
location, 23 major entities are reusing
the former Navy facilities and pro-
viding more than 3,300 jobs and another
13 more civilian industrial applications
are pending adding soon even more
newly created jobs to that number. Ad-
ditionally, roughly 75 percent of the 6
million square feet of leasable space on
the base is occupied. This is com-
parable to the successes in my home
state of Arizona with the closure of
Williams Air Force Base in the Phoenix
East Valley. This is not to say that
base closures are easy for any commu-
nity, but it does suggest that commu-
nities can and will continue to thrive.

We can continue to maintain a mili-
tary infrastructure that we do not
need, or we can provide the necessary
funds to ensure our military can fight
and win future wars. Every dollar we
spend on bases we do not need is a dol-
lar we cannot spend on training our
troops, keeping personnel quality of
life at an appropriate level, maintain-
ing force structure, replacing old weap-
ons systems, and advancing our mili-
tary technology.

We must finish the job we started by
authorizing these two final rounds of
base realignment and closure. I urge
my colleagues to join us in support of
this critical bill and to work diligently
throughout the year to put aside local
politics for what is clearly in the best
interest of our military forces.

Mr. President, I believe this measure
is long overdue. I believe the additional
$3 to $4 billion a year we could save by
closing unnecessary bases could be
used for the betterment of the quality
of life of our men and women in the
military. I believe it is hard to under-
stand why, when the overwhelming ma-
jority of outside opinion, whether it be
liberal or conservative organizations
that are watchdogs of our defense poli-
cies and programs, all agree we have
too many bases. We needed these bases
during the cold war and we needed
them very badly. They obviously con-
tributed enormously to our ability to
win the cold war. No one envisions fu-
ture threats that would require the
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number of bases that are part of our
military establishment today.

I hope that the chairmen of the
Armed Services Committee in past
years who have strongly opposed base
closing rounds will now join with me
and others in seeing this legislation
through the Armed Services Com-
mittee and to the floor of the Senate.

It makes sense. I believe that the
record is replete with examples of
bases that have been closed which ulti-
mately after a period of a few years
have ended up of greater benefit to the
surrounding communities than when
the bases were military bases. But
more importantly than that, we simply
can’t afford some of them as we make
the tough decisions and follow the
President’s guidance on the funda-
mental reevaluation of our systems
technology and weapons systems that
we need to make in order to meet the
challenges of the post-cold-war era. A
part of that is to make available as
much funding as possible not only for
the quality of life of the men and
women in the military but for our abil-
ity to develop a viable missile defense
system, and to bring to our military
the best equipment that this Nation’s
technology can provide.

I hope we will move on this issue. I
anticipate, hopefully, that the adminis-
tration will also, again as past admin-
istrations have, support another round
of base closings.

I ask unanimous consent the bill be
referred to the Committee on Armed
Services.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The bill will
be appropriately referred.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill to au-
thorize two additional base realign-
ment and closure rounds be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 397

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. AUTHORITY TO CARRY OUT BASE
CLOSURE ROUNDS IN 2003 AND 2005.

(a) COMMISSION MATTERS.—

(1) APPOINTMENT.—Subsection (c)(1) of sec-
tion 2902 of the Defense Base Closure and Re-
alignment Act of 1990 (part A of title XXIX
of Public Law 101-510; 10 U.S.C. 2687 note) is
amended—

(A) in subparagraph (B)—

(i) by striking ‘“‘and’ at the end of clause
(ii);

(ii) by striking the period at the end of
clause (iii) and inserting a semicolon; and

(iii) by adding at the end the following new
clauses (iv) and (v):

‘(iv) by no later than January 24, 2003, in
the case of members of the Commission
whose terms will expire at the end of the
first session of the 108th Congress; and

‘“(v) by no later than March 15, 2005, in the
case of members of the Commission whose
terms will expire at the end of the first ses-
sion of the 109th Congress.”’; and

(B) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘or for
1995 in clause (iii) of such subparagraph’ and
inserting ‘¢, for 1995 in clause (iii) of that
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subparagraph, for 2003 in clause (iv) of that
subparagraph, or for 2005 in clause (v) of that
subparagraph’’.

(2) MEETINGS.—Subsection (e) of that sec-
tion is amended by striking ‘‘and 1995 and
inserting ‘1995, 2003, and 2005”°.

(3) STAFF.—Subsection (i)(6) of that section
is amended in the matter preceding subpara-
graph (A) by striking ‘‘and 1994’ and insert-
ing ¢, 1994, and 2004’.

(4) FUNDING.—Subsection (k) of that sec-
tion is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new paragraph (4):

‘“(4) If no funds are appropriated to the
Commission by the end of the second session
of the 107th Congress for the activities of the
Commission in 2003 or 2005, the Secretary
may transfer to the Commission for purposes
of its activities under this part in either of
those years such funds as the Commission
may require to carry out such activities. The
Secretary may transfer funds under the pre-
ceding sentence from any funds available to
the Secretary. Funds so transferred shall re-
main available to the Commission for such
purposes until expended.”’.

(6) TERMINATION.—Subsection (1) of that
section is amended by striking ‘‘December
31, 1995’ and inserting ‘‘December 31, 2005°.

(b) PROCEDURES.—

(1) FORCE-STRUCTURE PLAN.—Subsection
(a)(1) of section 2903 of that Act is amended
by striking ‘‘and 1996, and inserting ‘1996,
2004, and 2006,”.

(2) SELECTION CRITERIA.—Subsection (b) of
such section 2903 is amended—

(A) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘and by
no later than December 31, 2001, for purposes
of activities of the Commission under this
part in 2003 and 2005,” after ‘‘December 31,
1990,”; and

(B) in paragraph (2)(A)—

(i) in the first sentence, by inserting ‘‘and
by no later than February 15, 2002, for pur-
poses of activities of the Commission under
this part in 2003 and 2005, after ‘‘February
15, 1991,”’; and

(ii) in the second sentence, by inserting ‘,
or enacted on or before March 31, 2002, in the
case of criteria published and transmitted
under the preceding sentence in 2001’ after
“March 15, 1991°.

(3) DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDA-
TIONS.—Subsection (¢)(1) of such section 2903
is amended by striking ‘‘and March 1, 1995,
and inserting ‘“‘March 1, 1995, March 14, 2003,
and May 16, 2005,”.

(4) COMMISSION REVIEW AND RECOMMENDA-
TIONS.—Subsection (d) of such section 2903 is
amended—

(A) in paragraph (2)(A), by inserting ‘‘or by
no later than July 7 in the case of rec-
ommendations in 2003, or no later than Sep-
tember 8 in the case of recommendations in
2005,”” after ‘‘pursuant to subsection (c),”;

(B) in paragraph (4), by inserting ‘‘or after
July 7 in the case of recommendations in
2003, or after September 8 in the case of rec-
ommendations in 2005, after ‘‘under this
subsection,’”’; and

(C) in paragraph (5)(B), by inserting ‘‘or by
no later than May 1 in the case of such rec-
ommendations in 2003, or no later than July
1 in the case of such recommendations in
2005, after ‘‘such recommendations,’.

(6) REVIEW BY PRESIDENT.—Subsection (e)
of such section 2903 is amended—

(A) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘or by no
later than July 22 in the case of rec-
ommendations in 2003, or no later than Sep-
tember 23 in the case of recommendations in
2005, after ‘‘under subsection (d),”’;

(B) in the second sentence of paragraph (3),
by inserting ‘‘or by no later than August 18
in the case of 2003, or no later than October
20 in the case of 2005,” after ‘‘the year con-
cerned,’’; and
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(C) in paragraph (5), by inserting ‘‘or by
September 3 in the case of recommendations
in 2003, or November 7 in the case of rec-
ommendations in 2005,” after ‘‘under this
part,”’.

(¢) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER BASE CLOSURE
AUTHORITY.—Section 2909(a) of that Act is
amended by striking ‘‘December 31, 1995,”
and inserting ‘‘December 31, 2005,”".

SEC. 2. MODIFICATION OF BASE CLOSURE AU-
THORITIES UNDER 1990 BASE CLO-
SURE LAW.

(a) COST SAVINGS AND RETURN ON INVEST-
MENT UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE SELEC-
TION CRITERIA.—Subsection (b) of section 2903
of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment
Act of 1990 (part A of title XXIX of Public
Law 101-510; 10 U.S.C. 2867 note) is amended
by adding at the end the following:

‘“(3) Any selection criteria proposed by the
Secretary relating to the cost savings or re-
turn on investment from the proposed clo-
sure or realignment of a military installa-
tion shall be based on the total cost and sav-
ings to the Federal Government that would
result from the proposed closure or realign-
ment of such military installation.”’.

(b) DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDA-
TIONS TO COMMISSION.—Subsection (¢) of such
section 2903 is amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (4), (5), and
(6) as paragraphs (5), (6), and (7), respec-
tively;

(2) by inserting after paragraph (3) the fol-
lowing new paragraph (4):

“(4)(A) In making recommendations to the
Commission under this subsection in any
year after 2000, the Secretary shall consider
any notice received from a local government
in the vicinity of a military installation that
the government would approve of the closure
or realignment of the installation.

‘(B) Notwithstanding the requirement in
subparagraph (A), the Secretary shall make
the recommendations referred to in that sub-
paragraph based on the force-structure plan
and final criteria otherwise applicable to
such recommendations under this section.

‘(C) The recommendations made by the
Secretary under this subsection in any year
after 2000 shall include a statement of the re-
sult of the consideration of any notice de-
scribed in subparagraph (A) that is received
with respect to an installation covered by
such recommendations. The statement shall
set forth the reasons for the result.”’; and

(3) in paragraph (7), as so redesignated—

(A) in the first sentence, by striking ‘‘para-
graph (5)(B)” and inserting ‘‘paragraph
(6)(B)”’; and

(B) in the second sentence, by striking ‘24
hours’ and inserting ‘‘48 hours”.

(c) PRIVATIZATION IN PLACE.—Section
2904(a) of that Act is amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (3) and (4)
as paragraphs (4) and (5), respectively; and

(2) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol-
lowing new paragraph (3):

‘(3) carry out the privatization in place of
a military installation recommended for clo-
sure or realignment by the Commission in
each such report after 2000 only if privatiza-
tion in place is a method of closure or re-
alignment of the installation specified in the
recommendation of the Commission in such
report and is determined to be the most-cost
effective method of implementation of the
recommendation;”’.

SEC. 3. TECHNICAL AND CLARIFYING AMEND-
MENTS.

(a) COMMENCEMENT OF PERIOD FOR NOTICE
OF INTEREST IN PROPERTY FOR HOMELESS.—
Section 2905(b)(7)(D)(ii)(I) of the Defense
Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990
(part A of title XXIX of Public Law 101-510;
10 U.S.C. 2867 note) is amended by striking
‘“‘that date’ and inserting ‘‘the date of publi-
cation of such determination in a newspaper
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of general circulation in the communities in
the vicinity of the installation under sub-
paragraph (B)(i)(IV)”.

(b) OTHER CLARIFYING AMENDMENTS.—

(1) That Act is further amended by insert-
ing ‘‘or realignment’ after ‘‘closure’ each
place it appears in the following provisions:

(A) Section 2905(b)(3).

(B) Section 2905(b)(5).

(C) Section 2905(b)(T)(B)(iv).

(D) Section 2905(b)(T)(N).

(E) Section 2910(10)(B).

(2) That Act is further amended by insert-
ing ‘‘or realigned’ after ‘‘closed’ each place
in appears in the following provisions:

(A) Section 2905(b)(3)(C)(ii).

(B) Section 2905(b)(3)(D).

(C) Section 2905(b)(3)(E).

(D) Section 2905(b)(4)(A).

(E) Section 2905(b)(5)(A).

(F') Section 2910(9).

(G) Section 2910(10).

(3) Section 2905(e)(1)(B) of that Act is
amended by inserting *‘, or realigned or to be
realigned,”” after ‘‘closed or to be closed’.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I am
pleased to once again join my col-
league from the Armed Services Com-
mittee, Senator MCCAIN, along with
our cosponsors Senators LIEBERMAN,
VoINOVICH, REED, KYL, HAGEL, KOHL,
FEINGOLD, DEWINE, and JEFFORDS in in-
troducing legislation that allows the
Department of Defense to close excess,
unneeded military bases.

For the past four years, former Sec-
retary of Defense Bill Cohen asked the
Congress to authorize two additional
base closure rounds. But Congress did
not act.

We have a new Congress, a new Presi-
dent, and a new Secretary of Defense,
but we also have some unfinished busi-
ness to attend to. Base closure is one of
the most important examples. And as
we promised we would be, Senator
McCAIN and I and our cosponsors are
back.

General Shelton, the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the other
chiefs have repeatedly said we need to
close more military bases, and I expect
they will once again tell us we need to
realign or close more bases when the
President’s budget is submitted later
this year.

The legislation we are introducing
today is intended to start the debate,
and I hope the administration will
make a similar legislative proposal to
the Congress.

This legislation calls for two addi-
tional base closure rounds, in 2003 and
2005, that would basically follow the
same procedures that were used in 1991,
1993 and 1995, with two notable excep-
tions.

First, the whole process would start
and finish two months later in 2005
than it would in 2003 and did in pre-
vious rounds, to give a new President,
if there is one in 2005, sufficient time to
nominate commissioners.

Second, under our legislation, privat-
ization in place would not be permitted
at closing installation unless the Base
Closure Commission expressly rec-
ommends it.

In a November 1998 report, the Gen-
eral Accounting Office listed five key
elements of the base closure process
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that ‘‘contributed to the success of
prior rounds’. Our legislation retains
all of those key elements. GAO also
stated that they ‘‘have not identified
any long-term readiness problems that
were related to domestic base realign-
ments and closures, that “DOD con-
tinues to retain excess capacity’ and
that ‘‘substantial savings are ex-
pected” from base closures.

Mr. President, every expert and every
study agrees on the basic facts—the
Defense Department has more bases
than it needs, and closing bases saves
substantial money over time, usually
within a few years.

The April 1998 report the Department
of Defense provided to the Congress
clearly demonstrated that we have ex-
cess capacity. For example, the report
showed that by 2003:

The Army will have reduced its class-
room training personnel by 43 percent,
while classroom space will have been
reduced by only 7 percent.

The Air Force will have reduced the
number of fighters and other small air-
craft by 53 percent since 1989, while the
base structure for those aircraft will be
only 35 percent smaller.

The Navy will have 33 percent more
hangars for its aircraft than it re-
quires.

Experts inside and outside of Govern-
ment agree with the Defense Depart-
ment on this issue. As the Congres-
sional Budget Office stated in a letter
to me, ‘‘the [DoD] report’s basic mes-
sage is consistent with CBO’s own con-
clusions: past and future BRAC rounds
will lead to significant savings for
DoD.”

Every year we delay another base
closure round, we waste about $1.5 bil-
lion in annual savings that we can
never recoup. And every dollar we
waste on bases we do not need is a dol-
lar we cannot spend on things we do
need.

The new administration is now un-
dertaking several strategy reviews. It
is possible that those reviews will con-
clude that the military we want for the
future needs exactly the base structure
we have today and that all our forces
are in exactly the right place and none
of them need to be realigned to dif-
ferent locations. It is possible that
they will conclude Secretary Cohen
and General Shelton didn’t know what
they were talking about and we really
don’t have any excess infrastructure.

I will be astounded if any serious de-
fense review reaches such a conclusion.
But even if it did, it is important to
understand that this legislation does
not prejudge or pre-empt these reviews.
What it does is prepare us to act what-
ever the result of those reviews.

Should the new administration de-
cide they don’t want to propose any
closures or realignments, this bill
would not force them to. It authorizes
two more rounds; it does not require
them. And the Defense Department
would have ample time to conclude
their reviews before the first round
would start in 2003, so the results of
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their strategy reviews could be fully
incorporated into the force structure
plan the new rounds would be based on.

I urge my colleagues to support this
legislation.

By Mr. KERRY (for himself, Mr.
GRASSLEY, Mr. SARBANES, MR.
LEVIN, and Mr. ROCKEFELLER):

S. 398. A bill to combat international
money laundering and to protect the
United States financial system, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I believe
the United States must do more to stop
international criminals from legiti-
mizing their profits from the sale of
drugs, from terror or from organized
crime by laundering money into the
United States financial system.

That is why today, along with SEN-
ATORS GRASSLEY, SARBANES, LEVIN and
ROCKEFELLER, I AM INTRODUCING THE
INTERNATIONAL COUNTER-MONEY LAUN-
DERING AND FOREIGN ANTICORRUPTION
ACT OF 2001, WHICH WILL GIVE THE SEC-
RETARY OF THE TREASURY THE TOOLS TO
CRACK DOWN ON INTERNATIONAL MONEY
LAUNDERING HAVENS AND PROTECT THE
INTEGRITY OF THE U.S. FINANCIAL SYS-
TEM FROM THE INFLUX OF TAINTED
MONEY FROM ABROAD. DURING THE 106TH
CONGRESS, THE HOUSE BANKING COM-
MITTEE REPORTED OUT THIS LEGISLATION
WITH A BIPARTISAN 33-1 VOTE.

Money laundering is the financial
side of international crime. It occurs
when criminals seek to disguise money
that was illegally obtained. It allows
terrorists, drug cartels, organized
crime groups, corrupt foreign govern-
ment officials and others to preserve
the profit from their illegal activities
and to finance new crimes. Money
laundering provides the fuel that al-
lows criminal organizations to conduct
their ongoing affairs. It has a corrosive
effect on international markets and fi-
nancial institutions. Money launderers
rely upon the existence of jurisdictions
outside the United States that offer
bank secrecy and special tax or regu-
latory advantages to non residents, and
often complement those advantages
with weak financial supervision and
regulatory regimes.

Today, the global volume of
laundered money is estimated to be 2-
5 percent of global Gross Domestic
Product, between $600 billion and $1.5
trillion. The effects of money laun-
dering extend far beyond the param-
eters of law enforcement, creating
international political issues while
generating domestic political crises.

International criminals have taken
advantage of the advances in tech-
nology and the weak financial super-
vision in some jurisdictions to smuggle
their illicit funds into the TUnited
States financial system. Globalization
and advances in communications and
technologies allow criminals to move
their illicit gains faster and farther
than ever before. The ability to launder
money into the United States through
these jurisdictions has allowed corrupt
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foreign officials to systematically di-
vert public assets for their personal
use, which in turn undermines U.S. ef-
forts to promote stable democratic in-
stitutions and vibrant economies
abroad.

In December 2000, a federal inter-
agency working group in support of the
President’s International Crime Con-
trol Strategy released an International
Crime Threat Assessment. This report
states that international banking and
financial systems are currently being
used to legitimize and transfer crimi-
nal proceeds and that huge sums of
money are laundered in the world’s
largest financial markets including the
United States. The report warns that
international criminal groups will use
changes in technology and the world
economy to enhance their capability to
launder and move money and may be
able to cause significant disruption to
international financial systems.

In October 2000, the General Account-
ing Office determined that Euro-Amer-
ican Corporate Services, Inc. had
formed more than 2,000 corporations
for Russian brokers. From 1991 through
January 2000, more than $1.4 billion in
wire transfer transactions was depos-
ited into 236 accounts for these cor-
porations opened at two United States
banks. More than half of these funds
were then transferred out of the U.S.
banking system. The GAO believes that
these banking activities raise ques-
tions about whether the U.S. banks
were used to launder money.

In February 2000, State and Federal
regulators formally sanctioned the
Bank of New York for ‘‘deficiencies” in
its anti-money laundering practices in-
cluding lax auditing and risk manage-
ment procedures involving their inter-
national banking business. The sanc-
tions were based on the Bank of New
York’s involvement in an alleged
money laundering scheme where more
than $7 billion in funds were trans-
mitted from Russia into the bank. Fed-
eral investigators are currently at-
tempting to tie the $7 billion to crimi-
nal activities in Russia such as cor-
porate theft, political graft or racket-
eering.

In November 1999, the minority staff
of the Senate Governmental Affairs
Subcommittee on Investigations re-
leased a report on private banking and
money laundering. The report describes
a number of incidences where high
level government officials have used
private banking accounts with U.S. fi-
nancial institutions to launder mil-
lions of dollars from foreign govern-
ments. The report details how Raul Sa-
linas, brother of former President of
Mexico, Carlos Salinas, used private
bank accounts to launder money out of
Mexico. Representatives from
Citigroup testified at a Subcommittee
hearing that the bank had been slow to
correct controls over their private
banking accounts.

Earlier this month, the Minority
Staff of the U.S. Senate Permanent
Subcommittee on Investigations, head-
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ed by Senator CARL LEVIN, released a
report that reveals that most U.S.
banks lack appropriate anti-money
laundering safeguards on their cor-
respondent accounts. This report
proves that high risk foreign banks
that are denied their own cor-
respondent accounts at U.S. banks can
get the same access by opening cor-
respondent accounts at other foreign
banks that have U.S. accounts. The re-
port recommends that U.S. regulators
and law enforcement offer increased as-
sistance to help banks identify high-
risk foreign banks.

During the 1980s, as Chairman of the
Senate Permanent Subcommittee on
Investigations, I began an investiga-
tion of the Bank of Credit and Com-
merce International (BCCI), and uncov-
ered a complex money laundering
scheme. Unlike any ordinary bank,
BCCI was from its earliest days made
up of multiplying layers of entities, re-
lated to one another through an impen-
etrable series of holding companies, af-
filiates, subsidiaries, banks-within-
banks, insider dealings and nominee re-
lationships.

By fracturing corporate structure,
record keeping, regulatory review, and
audits, the complex BCCI family of en-
tities was able to evade ordinary legal
restrictions on the movement of cap-
ital and goods as a matter of daily
practice and routine. In designing BCCI
as a vehicle fundamentally free of gov-
ernment control, its creators developed
an ideal mechanism for facilitating il-
licit activity by others.

BCCI’s used this complex corporate
structure to commit fraud involving
billions of dollars; and launder money
for their clients in Europe, Africa, Asia
and the Americas. Fortunately, we
were able to bring many of those in-
volved in BCCI to justice. However, my
investigation clearly showed that
rogue financial institutions have the
ability to circumvent the laws designed
to stop financial crimes.

In recent years, the U.S. and other
well-developed financial centers have
been working together to improve their
anti-money laundering regimes and to
set international anti-money Ilaun-
dering standards. Back in 1988, I in-
cluded a provision in the State Depart-
ment Reauthorization bill that re-
quires major money laundering coun-
tries to adopt laws similar to our own
on reporting currency or face sanc-
tions. This provision led to Panama
and Venezuela negotiating what were
called Kerry agreements with the
United States decreasing their vulner-
ability to the placement of U.S. cur-
rency by drug traffickers in the proc-
ess.

Unfortunately, other nations—some
small, remote islands—have moved in
the other direction. Many have passed
laws that provide for excessive bank se-
crecy, anonymous company incorpora-
tion, economic citizenship, and other
provisions that directly conflict with
well-established international anti-
money laundering standards. In doing
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so, they have become money laun-
dering havens for international crimi-
nal networks. Some even blatantly ad-
vertise the fact that their laws protect
anyone doing business from U.S. law
enforcement.

Last year, the Financial Action Task
Force, an intergovernmental body es-
tablished to develop and promote poli-
cies to combat financial crime, re-
leased a report naming fifteen jurisdic-
tions—including the Bahamas, The
Cayman Islands, Russia, Israel, and the
Philippines—that have failed to take
adequate measures to combat inter-
national money laundering. This is a
clear warning to financial institutions
in the United States that they must
begin to scrutinize many of their finan-
cial transactions with customers in
these countries. Soon, the Financial
Action Task Force will develop bank
advisories and criminal sanctions that
effectively drive legitimate financial
business from these nations, depriving
them of a lucrative source of tax rev-
enue. This report has provided impor-
tant information that governments and
financial institutions around the world
should learn from in developing their
own anti-money laundering laws and
policies.

Last year, the Financial Stability
Forum released a report that cat-
egorizes offshore financial centers ac-
cording to their perceived quality of
supervision and degree of regulatory
cooperation. The Organization of Eco-
nomic Cooperation and Development
(OECD) began a new crackdown on
harmful tax competition. Members of
the European Union reached an agree-
ment in principle on sweeping changes
to bank secrecy laws, intended to bring
cross-border investment income within
the net of tax authorities.

The actions by the Financial Action
Task Force, the European Union and
others show a renewed international
focus and commitment to curbing fi-
nancial abuse around the world. I be-
lieve the United States has a similar
obligation to use this new information
to update our anti-money laundering
statutes.

The International Counter-Money
Laundering and Anticorruption Act of
2001, which I am introducing today,
would provide the tools the U.S. needs
to crack down on international money
laundering havens and protect the in-
tegrity of the U.S. financial system
from the influx of tainted money from
abroad. The bill provides for actions
that will be graduated, discretionary,
and targeted, in order to focus actions
on international transactions involving
criminal proceeds, while allowing le-
gitimate international commerce to
continue to flow unimpeded. It will
give the Secretary of the Treasury—
acting in consultation with other sen-
ior government officials and the Con-
gress—the authority to designate a
specific foreign jurisdiction, foreign fi-
nancial institution, or class of inter-
national transactions as being of ‘‘pri-
mary money laundering concern.”
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Then, on a case-by-case basis, the Sec-
retary will have the option to use a se-
ries of new tools to combat the specific
type of foreign money laundering
threat we face. In some cases, the Sec-
retary will have the option to require
banks to pierce the veil of secrecy be-
hind which foreign criminals hide. In
other cases, the Secretary will have
the option to require the identification
those using a foreign bank’s cor-
respondent or payable-through ac-
counts. If these transparency provi-
sions were deemed to be inadequate to
address the specific problem identified,
the Secretary would have the option to
restrict or prohibit U.S. banks from
continuing correspondent or payable-
through banking relationships with
money laundering havens and rogue
foreign banks. Through these steps, the
Secretary will help prevent laundered
money from slipping undetected into
the U.S. financial system and, as a re-
sult, increase the pressure on foreign
money laundering havens to bring
their laws and practices into line with
international anti-money laundering
standards. The passage of this legisla-
tion will make it much more difficult
for international criminal organiza-
tions to launder the proceeds of their
crimes into the United States.

This bill fills in the current gap be-
tween bank advisories and Inter-
national Emergency Economic Powers
Act, IEEPA, sanctions by providing
five new intermediate measures. Under
current law, the only counter-money
laundering tools available to the fed-
eral government are advisories, an im-
portant but relatively limited measure
instructing banks to pay close atten-
tion to transactions that involve a
given country, and full-blown economic
sanctions under the IEEPA. This legis-
lation gives five additional measures to
increase the government’s ability to
apply pressure effectively against tar-
geted jurisdictions or institutions.

This legislation will in no way jeop-
ardize the privacy of the American
public. The focus is on foreign jurisdic-
tions, financial institutions and classes
of transactions that present a threat to
the United States, not on American
citizens. The actions that the Sec-
retary of the Treasury is authorized to
take are designated solely to combat
the abuse of our banks by specifically
identified foreign money laundering
threats. This legislation is in no way
similar to the Know-Your-Customer
regulations that were proposed by bank
regulators in 1999. Further, the intent
of this legislation is not to add addi-
tional regulatory burdens on financial
institutions, but, to give the Secretary
of the Treasury the ability to take ac-
tion against existing money laundering
threats.

Let me repeat, this legislation only
gives the discretion to use these tools
to the Secretary of the Treasury. There
is no automatic trigger that forces ac-
tion whenever evidence of money laun-
dering is determined. Before any action
is taken, the Secretary of the Treas-
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ury, in consultation with other key
government officials, must first deter-
mine whether a specific country, finan-
cial institution or type of transaction
is of primary money laundering con-
cern. The Treasury Secretary will de-
velop a calibrated response that will
consider the effectiveness of the meas-
ure to address the threat, whether
other countries are taking similar
steps, and whether the response will
cause harm to U.S. financial institu-
tions and other firms.

This legislation will strengthen the
ability of the Secretary to combat
international money laundering and
help protect the integrity of the U.S.
financial system. This bill has been
supported by the heads of all the major
federal law enforcement agencies.

Today, advances in technology are
bringing the world closer together than
ever before and opening up new oppor-
tunities for economic growth. However,
with these new advantages come equal-
ly important obligations. We must do
everything possible to insure that the
changes in technology do not give com-
fort to international criminals by giv-
ing them new ways to hide the finan-
cial proceeds of their crimes. This leg-
islation is a first step toward limiting
the scourge of money laundering and
will help stop the development of inter-
national criminal organizations. I be-
lieve this legislation deserves consider-
ation by the Senate during the 107th
Congress.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join Senators KERRY, GRASS-
LEY, and LEVIN in introducing the
International Counter-Money Laun-
dering and Foreign Anti-Corruption
Act of 2001, “ICMLA”. This legislation
is identical to a bill I co-sponsored last
year.

Money laundering poses an ongoing
threat to the financial stability of the
U.S. It is estimated by the Department
of the Treasury that the global volume
of laundered money accounts for be-
tween 2-5 percent of the global GDP.
Although serious efforts to combat
international money laundering began
in the mid-1980’s, recent scandals about
the involvement of some the most
prominent U.S. banks in money laun-
dering schemes have highlighted key
weaknesses in current laws.

The ICMLA is designed to bolster the
United States’ ability to counter the
laundering of the proceeds of drug traf-
ficking, organized crime, terrorism and
official corruption from abroad. The
bill broadens the authority of the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, ensures that
banking transactions and financial re-
lationship do not contravene the pur-
poses of current anti-money laundering
statutes, provides a clear mandate for
subjecting foreign jurisdictions that fa-
cilitate money laundering to special
scrutiny, and enhances reporting of
suspicious activities. The bill similarly
strengthens current measures to pre-
vent the use of the U.S. financial sys-
tem for personal gain by corrupt for-
eign officials and to facilitate the repa-
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triation of any stolen assets to the citi-
zens of countries to whom such assets
belong.

First, Section 101 of the ICMLA gives
the Secretary of the Treasury, in con-
sultation with other key government
officials, discretionary authority to
impose five new ‘‘special measures’
against foreign jurisdictions and enti-
ties that are of ‘“‘primary money laun-
dering concern’ to the United States.
Under current law, the only counter-
money laundering tools available to
the federal government are advisories,
an important but relatively limited
measure instructing banks to pay close
attention to transactions that involve
a given country, and full-blown eco-
nomic sanctions under the Inter-
national Emergency Economic Powers
Act, “IEEPA”. The five new inter-
mediate measures will increase the
government’s ability to apply well-
calibrated pressure against targeted ju-
risdictions or institutions. These new
measures include: 1. requiring addi-
tional record keeping/reporting on par-
ticular transactions, 2. requiring the
identification of the beneficial foreign
owner of a U.S. bank account, 3. requir-
ing the identification of those individ-
uals using a U.S. bank account opened
by a foreign bank to engage in banking
transactions a ‘‘payable-through ac-
count’”, 4. requiring the identification
of those using a U.S. bank account es-
tablished to receive deposits and make
payments on behalf of a foreign finan-
cial institution, a ‘‘correspondent ac-
count’’, and 5. restricting or prohib-
iting the opening or maintaining of
certain correspondent accounts. The
Democratic staff of the Permanent
Subcommittee on Investigations of the
Senate Governmental Affairs Com-
mittee recently completed an inves-
tigation and published results critical
of certain correspondent banking ac-
tivities.

Second, the bill seeks to enhance
oversight into illegal activities by
clarifying that the ‘‘safe harbor’ from
civil liability for filing a Suspicious
Activity Report, “SAR’’, applies in any
litigation, including suit for breach of
contract or in an arbitration pro-
ceeding. Under the Bank Secrecy Act,
“BSA’”, any financial institution or of-
ficer, director, employee, or agent of a
financial institution 1is protected
against private civil liability for filing
a SAR. Section 201 of the bill amends
the BSA to clarify the prohibition on
disclosing that a SAR has been filed.
These reports are the cornerstone of
our nation’s money-laundering efforts
because they provide the information
necessary to alert law enforcement to
illegal activity.

Third, the bill enhances enforcement
of Geographic Targeting Orders,
“GTO”. These orders lower the dollar
thresholds for reporting transactions
within a defined geographic area. Sec-
tion 202 of the bill clarifies that civil
and criminal penalties for violations of
the Bank Secrecy Act and its regula-
tions also apply to reports required by
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GTO’s. In addition, the section clarifies
that structuring a transaction to avoid
a reporting requirement by a GTO is a
criminal offense and extends the pre-
sumptive GTO period from 60 to 180
days.

Fourth, Section 203 of the bill per-
mits a bank, upon request of another
bank, to include suspicious illegal ac-
tivity in written employment ref-
erences. Under this provision, banks
would be permitted to share informa-
tion concerning the possible involve-
ment of a current or former officer or
employee in potentially unlawful ac-
tivity without fear of civil liability for
sharing the information.

Finally, Title III of the bill addresses
corruption by foreign officials and rul-
ing elites. Earlier this year, the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, in consultation
with the Attorney General and the fi-
nancial services regulators, issued
guidelines to financial institutions op-
erating in the U.S. on appropriate prac-
tices and procedures to reduce the like-
lihood that such institutions could fa-
cilitate proceeds expropriated by or on
behalf of foreign senior government of-
ficials. Title III would help build upon
efforts to combat corruption by foreign
officials and ruling elites. It provides
that the U.S. government should make
clear that it will take all steps nec-
essary to identify the proceeds of for-
eign government corruption which
have been deposited in U.S. financial
institutions and return such proceeds
to the citizens of the country to whom
such assets belong. It also encourages
the U.S. to continue to actively and
publicly support the objectives of the
Financial Action Task Force on Money
Laundering with regard to combating
international money laundering.

The ICMLA addresses many of the
shortcomings of current law. the Sec-
retary of Treasury is granted addi-
tional authority to require greater
transparency of transactions and ac-
counts as well as to narrowly target
penalties and sanctions. The reporting
and collection of additional informa-
tion on suspected illegal activity will
greatly enhance the ability of bank
regulators and law enforcement to
combat the laundering of drug money,
proceeds from corrupt regimes, and
other illegal activities.

The House Banking Committee
passed the identical anti-money laun-
dering bill by a vote of 31 to 1 on June
8, 2000. I hope that we can move this
legislation expeditiously in the Senate.

By Mr. EDWARDS (for himself
and Mr. DODD):

S. 399. A bill to provide for fire sprin-
kler systems, or other fire suppression
or prevention technologies, in public
and private college and university
housing and dormitories, including fra-
ternity and sorority housing and dor-
mitories; to the Committee on Health,
Education, Labor, and Pensions.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. President, I rise
today along with my colleague Senator
DoDD to re-introduce the College Fire
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Prevention Act. This measure would
provide federal matching grants for the
installation of fire sprinkler systems in
college and university dormitories and
fraternity and sorority houses. I be-
lieve the time is now to address the sad
situation of deadly fires that occur in
our children’s college living facilities.

The tragic fire that occurred at
Seton Hall University on Wednesday
January 19th, 2000 will not be long for-
gotten. Sadly, three freshman, all 18
years old, died. Fifty-four students,
two South Orange firefighters and two
South Orange police officers were in-
jured. The dormitory, Boland Hall, was
a six-story, 350 room structure built in
1952 that housed approximately 600 stu-
dents. Astonishingly, the fire was con-
tained to the third floor lounge of Bo-
land Hall. This dormitory was equipped
with smoke alarms but no sprinkler
system.

Unfortunately, the Boland Hall fire
was not the first of its kind. And it re-
minded many people in North Carolina
of their own tragic experience with
dorm fires. In 1996, on Mother’s Day
and Graduation Day, a fire in the Phi
Gamma Delta fraternity house at the
University of North Carolina at Chapel
Hill killed five college juniors and in-
jured three others. The 3-story plus
basement fraternity house was 70 years
old. The National Fire Protection As-
sociation identified several factors
that contributed to the tragic fire, in-
cluding the lack of fire sprinkler pro-
tection.

Sadly, there have been countless
other dorm fires. On December 9, 1997,
a student died in a dormitory fire at
Greenville College in Greenville, Illi-
nois. The dormitory, Kinney Hall, was
built in the 1960s and had no fire sprin-
Kkler system. On January 10, 1997, a stu-
dent died at the University of Ten-
nessee at Martin. The dormitory,
Ellington Hall, had no fire sprinkler
system. On January 3, 1997 a student
died in a dormitory fire at Central Mis-
souri State University in Warrensburg,
Missouri. On October 21, 1994, five stu-
dents died in a fraternity house fire in
Bloomsburg, Pennsylvania. The list
goes on and on. In a typical year be-
tween 1980 and 1998, the National Fire
Protection Association estimates there
were an average of 1,800 fires at dor-
mitories, fraternities, and sororities,
involving 1 death, 70 injuries, and 8
million dollars in property damage.

So now we must ask, what can be
done? What can we do to curtail these
tragic fires from taking the lives of our
children, our young adults? We should
focus our attention on the lack of fire
sprinklers in college dormitories and
fraternity and sorority houses. Sprin-
klers save lives. Indeed, the National
Fire Protection Association has never
recorded a fire that killed more than 2
people in a public assembly, edu-
cational, institutional, or residential
building where a sprinkler system was
operating properly.

Despite the clear benefits of sprin-
klers, many college dorms do not have
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them. New dormitories are generally
required to have advanced safety sys-
tems such as fire sprinklers. But such
requirements are rarely imposed retro-
actively on existing buildings. In 1998,
93 percent of the campus building fires
reported to fire departments occurred
in buildings where there were smoke
alarms present. However, only 34 per-
cent of them had fire sprinklers
present.

At my state’s flagship university at
Chapel Hill, for example, only six of
the 29 residence halls have sprinklers.
A report published by The Raleigh
News & Observer in the wake of the
Seton Hall fire also noted that only
seven of 19 dorms at North Carolina
State University are equipped with the
life-saving devices, and there are sprin-
klers in two of the 10 dorms at North
Carolina Central University. At Duke
University, only five of 26 dorms have
sprinklers.

The legislation I introduce today au-
thorizes the Secretary of Education, in
consultation with the United States
Fire Administration, to award grants
to States, private or public colleges or
universities, fraternities, or sororities
to assist them in providing fire sprin-
kler systems for their student housing
and dormitories. These entities would
be required to produce matching funds
equal to one-half of the cost. This leg-
islation authorizes $100 million for fis-
cal years 2002 through 2006.

In North Carolina, we decided to ini-
tiate a drive to install sprinklers in our
public college and university dorms.
The overall cost is estimated at 57.5
million dollars. Given how much it is
going to cost North Carolina’s public
colleges and universities to install
sprinklers, I think it’s clear that the
$100 million that this measure author-
izes is just a drop in the bucket. But
my hope is that by providing this small
incentive we can encourage more col-
leges to institute a comprehensive re-
view of their dorm’s fire safety and to
install sprinklers. All they need is a
helping hand. With this modest meas-
ure of prevention, we can help prevent
the needless and tragic loss of young
lives.

Parents should not have to worry
about their children living in fire
traps. When we send our children away
to college, we are sending them to a
home away from home where hundreds
of other students eat, sleep, burn can-
dles, use electric appliances and
smoke. We must not compromise on
their safety. In short, the best way to
ensure the protection of our college
students is to install fire sprinklers in
our college dormitories and fraternity
and sorority houses. I ask all of my
colleagues to join me in supporting
this important legislation. Thank you.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a copy of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:
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S. 399

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘College Fire
Prevention Act’.

SEC 2. FINDINGS.

Congress makes the following findings:

(1) On Wednesday, January 19, 2000, a fire
occurred at a Seton Hall University dor-
mitory. Three male freshmen, all 18 years of
age, died. Fifty-four students, 2 South Or-
ange firefighters, and 2 South Orange police
officers were injured. The dormitory was a 6-
story, 350-room structure built in 1952, that
housed approximately 600 students. It was
equipped with smoke alarms but no fire
sprinkler system.

(2) On Mother’s Day 1996 in Chapel Hill,
North Carolina, a fire in the Phi Gamma
Delta Fraternity House killed 5 college jun-
iors and injured 3. The 3-story plus basement
fraternity house was 70 years old. The Na-
tional Fire Protection Association identified
several factors that contributed to the tragic
fire, including the lack of fire sprinkler pro-
tection.

(3) It is estimated that between 1980 and
1998, an average of 1,800 fires at dormitories,
fraternities, and sororities, involving 1
death, 70 injuries, and $8,000,000 in property
damage were reported to public fire depart-
ments.

(4) Within dormitories, fraternities, and so-
rorities the number 1 cause of fires is arson
or suspected arson. The second leading cause
of college building fires is cooking, while the
third leading cause is smoking.

(6) The National Fire Protection Associa-
tion has no record of a fire killing more than
2 people in a completely fire sprinklered pub-
lic assembly, educational, institutional, or
residential building where the sprinkler sys-
tem was operating properly.

(6) New dormitories are generally required
to have advanced safety systems such as fire
sprinklers. But such requirements are rarely
imposed retroactively on existing buildings.

(7) In 1998, 93 percent of the campus build-
ing fires reported to fire departments oc-
curred in buildings where there were smoke
alarms present. However, only 34 percent had
fire sprinklers present.

SEC. 3. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

There are authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this Act $100,000,000 for each of the
fiscal years 2002 through 2006.

SEC. 4. GRANTS AUTHORIZED.

(a) PROGRAM AUTHORITY.—The Secretary of
Education, in consultation with the United
States Fire Administration, is authorized to
award grants to States, private or public col-
leges or universities, fraternities, and sorori-
ties to assist them in providing fire sprinkler
systems, or other fire suppression or preven-
tion technologies, for their student housing
and dormitories.

(b) MATCHING FUNDS REQUIREMENT.—The
Secretary of Education may not award a
grant under this section unless the entity re-
ceiving the grant provides, from State, local,
or private sources, matching funds in an
amount equal to not less than one-half of the
cost of the activities for which assistance is
sought.

SEC. 5. PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS.

(a) APPLICATION.—Each entity desiring a
grant under this Act shall submit to the Sec-
retary of Education an application at such
time and in such manner as the Secretary
may require.

(b) PRIORITY.—In awarding grants under
this Act, the Secretary shall give priority to
applicants that demonstrate in the applica-
tion submitted under subsection (a) the in-
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ability to fund the sprinkler system, or other
fire suppression or prevention technology,
from sources other than funds provided
under this Act.

(c) LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EX-
PENSES.—An entity that receives a grant
under this Act shall not use more than 4 per-
cent of the grant funds for administrative
expenses.

SEC. 6. DATA AND REPORT.

The Comptroller General shall—

(1) gather data on the number of college
and university housing facilities and dor-
mitories that have and do not have fire
sprinkler systems and other fire suppression
or prevention technologies; and

(2) report such data to Congress.

SEC. 7. ADMISSIBILITY.

Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, any application for assistance under
this Act, any negative determination on the
part of the Secretary of Education with re-
spect to such application, or any statement
of reasons for the determination, shall not be
admissible as evidence in any proceeding of
any court, agency, board, or other entity.

By Mr. BAUCUS (for himself, Mr.
ROBERTS, Mrs. LINCOLN, and Mr.
DORGAN):

S. 400. A bill to lift the trade embar-
go on Cuba, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. BAUCUS (for himself, Mr.
ROBERTS, and Mrs. LINCOLN):

S. 401. A bill to normalize trade rela-
tions with Cuba, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Finance.

S. 402. A bill to make an exception to
the United States embargo on trade
with Cuba for the export of agricul-
tural commodities, medicines, medical
supplies, medical instruments, or med-
ical equipment and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Finance.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I am in-
troducing today a series of bills that
would end the embargo on trade with
Cuba and normalize our economic rela-
tions with this country that is a mere
ninety miles off our shore. I should add
that Congressman CHARLES RANGEL is
offering a set of companion bills in the
House today.

Last July, I led a small group of Sen-
ators to Havana. During our brief visit,
we met with Fidel Castro. But we also
spent three hours with a group of six
dissidents who had spent years in pris-
on, yet have chosen heroically to con-
tinue their dissent from within Cuba.
We met with the leader of Cuba’s larg-
est independent NGO. It was clear to
me that our Cuba policy was outdated
and needed fundamental change.

I have long fought against unilateral
economic sanctions, unless our na-
tional security was at stake. The Cuba
embargo is a unilateral sanction, but
our national security is not at stake.
The Defense Department has concluded
that Cuba does not represent any secu-
rity threat to this nation. None of our
closest allies supports the embargo.
Nor do any of our trading partners in
the Americas.

Unilateral sanctions do not work.
The embargo has not changed the be-
havior of the Cuban government and
its leadership. It has not changed the
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behavior of Fidel Castro. But the em-
bargo has hurt the people of Cuba. And
the embargo has hurt American farm-
ers and businesses, as our Asian, Euro-
pean, and Canadian competitors have
rushed in to fill the gap in the Cuban
market.

The U.S. International Trade Com-
mission released a report on the eco-
nomic impact of U.S. sanctions on
Cuba. The ITC found that the embargo
costs US exporters, farmers, manufac-
turers, and service providers between
$650 million and one billion dollars a
year in lost sales. This is intolerable.

We should 1lift the embargo. We
should engage Cuba economically. We
should engage the people of Cuba.

The bills I am introducing today do
just that. The first bill, on which I am
joined by Senators ROBERTS, LINCOLN,
and DORGAN, is the ‘“‘Free Trade with
Cuba Act”’, that would lift the embargo
completely. The second bill, on which I
am joined by Senators ROBERTS and
LINCOLN, is the ‘“United States-Cuba
Trade Act of 2001’°, that would remove
Cuba from Jackson-Vanik treatment
and provide normal trade relations sta-
tus on a permanent basis. The third
bill, on which I am also joined by Sen-
ators ROBERTS and LINCOLN, is the
“Cuban Humanitarian Trade Act of
2001, that removes the restrictions on
food and medicine exports imposed in
the last Congress, repeals the codifica-
tion of travel restrictions, and removes
limitations on remittances to indi-
vidual Cuban citizens.

I am not suggesting that we embrace
Fidel Castro. Far from it! His leader-
ship, his treatment of his own people,
his failed economic, political, and so-
cial policies—these are unacceptable to
all Americans. But the world has
changed since the United States initi-
ated the embargo forty years and ten
Presidents ago. It does us no good to
wait until Castro is gone from the
scene before we begin to develop nor-
mal relations with the Cuban people
and with Cuba’s future leaders. If we
fail to develop those relationships now,
the inevitable transition to democracy
and a market economy will be much
harder on all of the Cuban people. And
events in Cuba could easily escalate
out of control and put the United
States in the middle of a dangerous do-
mestic crisis on the island.

Jim Hoagland, in a recent Wash-
ington Post column, wrote about his
concern ‘‘when sanctions linger too
long and become a political football
and a substitute for policy, as is the
case today in Cuba.” This accurately
describes where we are today.

To help further edify my colleagues
on this issue, I would like to enter into
the record a column from the February
9 Wall Street Journal by Philip Peters,
Vice President of the Lexington Insti-
tute, who explains how changes in U.S.
policy can help the Cuban people who
continue to suffer under Castro’s poli-
cies of political and economic repres-
sion.

The three bills that I am offering
today serve our national interest, will
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help us move toward a peaceful transi-
tion in the post-Castro era, and will
help the Cuban people now. I urge sup-
port from all my colleagues.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that additional material be print-
ed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Wall Street Journal, February 9,
2001]
“LET YANKEE TOURISTS SHOWER DOLLARS ON
CUBA’S POOR”
(By Philip Peters)

In her final press conference as Secretary
of State, Madeleine Albright’s message to
the Cuban people was succinct. In reference
to the aging Fidel Castro she said, ‘I wish
them the actuarial tables.” It was an odd
statement on behalf of a superpower that
could have used the previous eight years to
exercise considerable influence on its small
island neighbor.

It was also a fitting end to the Clinton ad-
ministration’s passive approach to Cuba pol-
icy, where the impulse to reassess strategy
was nearly always trumped by the impera-
tive of avoiding political risk in Florida.
Even in 1998, when Republican leaders such
as Sen. John Warner and former Secretary of
State George Shultz urged the creation of a
presidential bipartisan commission—a gold-
en opportunity to conduct a long overdue
post-Cold War review that could have in-
cluded the full range of Cuban-American
voices—politics held the Clinton White
House back.

President Bush has an opportunity to
make a fresh start. Today’s strict embargo
policy, based on the goal of denying hard
currency to the Cuban government, made
sense during the Cold War when Cuba was a
genuine security threat and Washington had
reason to make Cuba an expensive satellite
for the Soviet Union to maintain.

Today, with sanctions twice tightened dur-
ing the 1990s, Fidel Castro remains firmly in
power. With the Soviet-era security threat
gone, it is time to recognize that isolating
Cuba from commerce and contact with
Americans is counterproductive because it
reduces American influence in Cuba. Presi-
dent Bush’s Cuba policy is not yet defined,
but Secretary of State Colin Powell has said
that ‘“We will only participate in those ac-
tivities with Cuba that benefit the people di-
rectly and not the government.”’

This standard sounds good in theory, but
in practice it is impossible to achieve. Vir-
tually every form of economic activity with
Cuba benefits both the people and the gov-
ernment. Today, European and Canadian
trade, investment and tourism benefit Cuban
state enterprises. But they also increase the
earnings of Cuban workers, expose Cubans to
foreigners and non-socialist ideas, bring cap-
italist business practices, and reshape the
Cuban economy to fit its comparative advan-
tages in the global system. This adds up to
humanitarian benefits for the Cuban people,
and a head start on a future transition to a
more market-oriented economy.

U.S. economic activity also benefits both
the state and the people of Cuba. Family re-
mittances, estimated by the United Nations
at over $700 million annually, bring more for-
eign exchange than sugar exports. Many of
these dollars land in the Cuban treasury
when Cubans spend them in state retail
stores. U.S.-Cuba phone connections allow
families to communicate, but generate over
$70 million a year for the state phone com-
pany. A strict application of Secretary Pow-
ell’s own standard would cut off these valu-
able benefits.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

The trick, then, for an administration that
seems to want to end unilateral trade sanc-
tions everywhere but Cuba, will not be to
reach for Secretary Powell’s unattainable
standard. Rather, it will be to choose among
forms of engagement that serve America’s
humanitarian interest in helping Cubans to
prosper, our long-term economic interest of
nudging Cuba toward a market economy, and
our political interest in exposing Cubans to
Americans and American ideas.

President Bush could begin by supporting
the congressional consensus, expressed last
year by greater than three-to-one majorities
in the House and Senate, to lift all restric-
tions on food and medicine sales. This step
would begin to reverse the implicit assump-
tion in U.S. policy that American interests
are somehow served if products such as rice,
powdered milk, and drugs are more scarce or
expensive for Cubans to acquire. It would
also support the calls by Cuban dissidents
such as Elizardo Sanchez and the Christian
Liberation Movement for an end to this part
of the embargo. It ‘“hurts the people, not the
regime,” Mr. Sanchez says, and is ‘“‘an odd
way of demonstrating support for human
rights.”

President Bush could then end all restric-
tions on Cuban-American remittances, now
limited to $1,200 a year, and on family visits,
which are permitted only in cases of ‘hu-
manitarian emergency’” a cruel regulation
that forces families to lie by the thousands
each December when they visit relatives at
Christmas.

Finally, the president could support an end
to the travel ban imposed on Americans—a
mistaken policy that treats free contact be-
tween American and Cuban societies as a
detriment rather than an opportunity. ‘‘If we
have a million Americans walking on the
streets of Havana, you will have something
like the pope’s visit multiplied by 10,” inde-
pendent journalist Manuel David Orrio told
the Chicago Tribune in 1999. A Havana cler-
gyman told me last month that visiting
Americans ‘“‘would permeate this place with
the idea of a free society.”

Like other international travelers, Ameri-
cans’ spending would boost Cubans’ earnings
in hotels and restaurants and expand Cuba’s
incipient private sector. An influx of U.S.
travelers would immediately create a short-
age of lodging that would be filled partially
by Cubans who legally rent rooms in their
homes. Demand for the services of artisans,
taxis and private restaurants would also in-
crease, adding to the disposable income that
sustains other entrepreneurs, from car-
penters and repairmen to food vendors and
tutors.

As this sector, now 150,000 strong, gains in-
come and expands, demand would increase
for the freely priced, privately sold produce
in Cuba’s 300 farmers markets, benefitting
farmers across Cuba who have no contact
with tourists. Americans would experience
“the interface between the entrepreneurial
folks” that President Bush lauds as a virtue
of open trade with communist China, to say
nothing of the value of their personal con-
tact with Cubans. This may be why a Florida
International University poll shows a slim
majority of Cuban-Americans, and three
fourths of the most recent Cuban immi-
grants, supporting an end to the travel ban.

A policy opening of this type would leave
the trade embargo largely intact for future
review, and it would do nothing to diminish
America’s stark opposition to Cuban human
rights practices. However, it would increase
concrete support to the Cuban people, and it
would spur the development of free-market
activity in the post-Castro Cuba that is now
taking shape.

By Mr. COCHRAN:
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S. 403. A bill to improve the National
Writing Project; to the Committee on
Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr President, today,
I am introducing legislation reauthor-
izing the National Writing Project, the
only Federal program to improve the
teaching of writing in America’s class-
rooms.

Literacy is at the foundation of
school and workplace success, of citi-
zenship in a democracy, and of learning
in all disciplines. The National Writing
Project has been instrumental in help-
ing teachers develop better teaching
skills so they can help our children im-
prove their ability to read, write, and
think.

The National Writing Project is a
twenty-seven-year old national net-
work of university-based teacher train-
ing programs designed to improve the
teaching of writing and student
achievement in writing and has had
federal support since 1991. Successful
writing teachers attend Invitational
Summer Institutes at their local uni-
versities. During the school year these
teachers provide workshops for other
teachers in the schools. At 167 sites in
49 states, the National Writing Project
trains over 100,000 teachers every year.

The program has become a national
model for other disciplines and is now
recognized by the Department of Edu-
cation as an important part of national
education policy. The program also
generates an average of $6.32 in private,
state, and local funds for every federal
dollar appropriated. The National Writ-
ing Project is making teachers better
at their jobs.

I introduced the National Writing
Project Act for the first time in 1990.
Since then, I have worked with other
Senators to ensure that it has re-
mained a program that supports states
and local schools in their efforts to
have better teachers. Last Congress
when I introduced this bill, it was co-
sponsored by 52 Senators. I hope it will
receive even greater support in the
107th Congress. I invite other Senators
to join me in sponsoring this legisla-
tion.

By Mr. MCCAIN:

S. 404. A bill to provide for the tech-
nical integrity of the FM radio band,
and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce a bill that will
allow our communities and churches to
benefit from low-power radio service.

Mr. President, low-power FM radio
service provides community based or-
ganizations, churches, and other non-
profit groups with a new, affordable op-
portunity to reach out to the public,
helping to promote a greater awareness
of local issues important to our com-
munities. As such, low-power FM is
supported by many national and local
organizations who seek to provide the
public with increased sources of news
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and perspectives in an otherwise in-
creasingly consolidated medium.

Last Congress, special interests
forces opposed to low-power FM radio,
most notably the National Association
of Broadcasters and National Public
Radio, mounted a vigorous behind-the-
scenes campaign to kill low-power FM
radio. And unfortunately, these special
interests succeeded in attaching an ap-
propriations rider in the dead of the
night—without a single debate on the
floor of the Senate—that effectively
did just that.

Mr. President, the Low Power Radio
Act of 2001 seeks to remedy this derail-
ment of the democratic process. The
Low Power Radio Act of 2001 will allow
the FCC to license low-power F'M radio
service, while at the same time pro-
tecting existing full-power stations
from interference. Specifically, the leg-
islation directs the FCC—the expert
agency with the experience and engi-
neering resources to make such a de-
termination—to determine which, if
any, low-power radio stations are caus-
ing interference to existing full-power
stations, and determine what the low-
power FM station must do to alleviate
it. Thus, this legislation strikes a fair
balance by allowing mnon-interfering
low-power FM stations to operate with-
out further delay, while affecting only
those low-power stations that the FCC
finds to be causing harmful inter-
ference in their actual, everyday oper-
ations. This is totally consistent with
the fact that low-power FM is a sec-
ondary service which, by law, must
cure any interference caused to any
primary, full-power service.

This legislation will provide an effi-
cient and effective means to detect and
resolve harmful interference. By pro-
viding a procedural remedy that au-
thorizes the FCC to impose damages on
frivolous complaints, the bill will dis-
courage the creation of low-power sta-
tions most likely to cause harmful in-
terference while at the same time dis-
couraging full-power broadcasters from

making unwarranted interference
claims.

In the interests of would-be new
broadcasters, existing broadcasters,

but, most of all, the listening public, I
urge the enactment of the Low Power
Radio Act of 2001.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 404

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Low Power
Radio Act of 2001".

SEC. 2. PURPOSE.

It is the purpose of this Act to ensure the
technical integrity of the FM radio band,
while permitting the introduction of low
power FM transmitters into such band with-
out causing harmful interference.
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SEC. 3. HARMFUL INTERFERENCE PROHIBITED.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Any low-power FM radio
licensee determined by the Federal Commu-
nications Commission to be transmitting a
signal causing harmful interference to one or
more licensed radio services shall, if so or-
dered by the Commission, cease the trans-
mission of the interfering signal, and may
not recommence transmitting such signal
until it has taken whatever action the Com-
mission may prescribe in order to assure
that the radio licensee that has sustained
the interference remains able to serve the
public interest, convenience and necessity as
required by the Commission’s rules.

(b) COMPLAINT.—Any radio service licensee
or subcarrier program provider may file a
complaint with the Commission against any
low-power FM radio licensee for transmit-
ting a signal that is alleged to cause harmful
interference. The complaint shall be filed in
a form, and contain such information as, pre-
scribed by the Commission.

(¢) EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION.—In any
complaint filed pursuant to the provisions of
subsection (b), the Commission shall render
a final decision no later than 90 calendar
days after the date on which the complaint
was received by the Commission.

(d) PUNITIVE DAMAGES.—In any final deci-
sion rendered pursuant to this section, the
Commission is authorized to impose punitive
damages not to exceed 5 times the low-power
FM station’s costs if the Commission finds
that the complaint was frivolous and with-
out any merit or purpose other than to im-
pede the provision of non-interfering low-
power FM service.

(e) SECTION 316(a)@3) OF COMMUNICATIONS
AcT.—Section 316(a)(3) of the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 316(a)(3)) shall not
apply to a complaint filed pursuant to this
section.

(f) RULES.—The Commission shall adopt
rules implementing the provisions of this
section within 45 days after the date of en-
actment of this Act.

(2) HARMFUL INTERFERENCE DEFINED.—For
purposes of this section, the term ‘‘harmful
interference’ means interference which en-
dangers the functioning of a radio navigation
service or of other safety services or that se-
riously degrades, obstructs, or repeatedly
interrupts a radio service operating in ac-
cordance with the rules and regulations of
the Federal Communications Commission.

(h) REPEAL OF CERTAIN PROVISIONS.—

(1) RESTORATION OF COMMUNICATIONS ACT.—
Section 336 of the Communications Act of
1934 (47 U.S.C. 336) is amended by striking
subsection (h) and redesignating subsection
(i) as subsection (h).

(2) NULLIFICATION OF ACTION UNDER RE-
PEALED PROVISION.—AnNy action taken by the
Federal Communications Commission under
section 336(h) of the Communications Act of
1934 (47 U.S.C. 336(h)) as added by section
143(a) of Division B of A Bill Making mis-
cellaneous appropriations for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 2001, and for other pur-
poses (106 Pub. L. 554; Appendix-H.R. 5666) be-
fore the date of enactment of this Act is null
and void.

(3) REPEAL.—The Act entitled A Bill Mak-
ing miscellaneous appropriations for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2001, and for
other purposes (106 Pub. L. 554; Appendix-
H.R. 5666) is amended by striking section 143.
SEC. 4. DIGITAL RADIO TRANSITION.

The Federal Communications Commission
shall complete all rulemakings necessary to
implement the transition to digital radio no
later than February 23, 2002.

By Mr. LEAHY (for himself and
Mr. HATCH):
S. 407. A bill to amend the Trade-

mark Act of 1946 to provide for the reg-
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istration and protection of trademarks
used in commerce, in order to carry
out provisions of certain international
conventions, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am
pleased to introduce implementing leg-
islation for the Protocol Relating to
the Madrid Agreement Concerning the
International Registration of Marks,
Protocol. I have introduced identical
bills in the last two Congresses, but the
Senate unfortunately did not consider
those bills. Chairman Hatch has joined
me in introducing this legislation, and
I thank him for his leadership on this
and other intellectual property mat-
ters of such critical importance to the
economy and industry of our country.

This bill is part of my ongoing effort
to update American intellectual prop-
erty law to ensure that it serves to ad-
vance and protect American interests
both here and abroad. The Protocol
would help American businesses, and
especially small and medium-sized
companies, protect their trademarks as
they expand into international mar-
kets. Specifically, this legislation will
conform American trademark applica-
tion procedures to the terms of the
Protocol in anticipation of the U.S.’s
eventual ratification of the treaty.
Ratification by the United States of
this treaty would help create a ‘‘one
stop’” international trademark reg-
istration process, which would be an
enormous benefit for American busi-
nesses. This bill is one of many meas-
ures I have introduced and supported
over the past few years to ensure that
American trademark holders receive
strong protection in today’s world of

changing technology and complex
international markets.
Over the past few years, Senator

HATCH and I have worked together suc-
cessfully on a number of initiatives to
bolster trademark protection and keep
our trademark laws up-to-date. For ex-
ample, in the 104th Congress, we sup-
ported the Federal Trademark Dilution
Act of 1995, enacted to provide intellec-
tual property rights holders with the
power to enjoin another person’s com-
mercial use of famous marks that
would cause dilution of the mark’s dis-
tinctive quality. In the 105th Congress,
we introduced legislation, S. 2193, to
implement the Trademark Law Treaty.
S. 2193 simplified trademark registra-
tion requirements around the world by
establishing a list of maximum re-
quirements which Treaty member
countries can impose on trademark ap-
plicants. The bill passed the Senate on
September 17, 1998, and was signed by
the President on October 30, 1998. I am
proud of this legislation since all
American businesses, and particularly
small American businesses, will benefit
as a result.

Also, in the 105th Congress, I intro-
duced S. 1727 to authorize a comprehen-
sive study of the effects of adding new
generic Top Level Domains on trade-
mark and other intellectual property
rights. This bill became law as part of
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the Next Generation Internet Research
Act, S. 1609, which was signed into law
on October 28, 1998.

In the 106th Congress, Senator HATCH
and I worked together for enactment of
the Anticybersquatting Consumer Pro-
tection Act, which protects against the
registration, in bad faith with intent to
profit, as a domain name of another
person’s trademark or the name of a
living person. This bill was passed as
part of the FY 2000 Omnibus Appropria-
tions bill on November 29, 1999.

Also in the 106th Congress, we
worked to pass the Trademark Amend-
ments Act, which enhanced protection
for trademark owners and consumers
by making it possible to prevent trade-
mark dilution before it occurs, by
clarifying the remedies available under
the Federal trademark dilution stat-
ute, by providing recourse against the
Federal Government for its infringe-
ment of others’ trademarks, and by
creating greater certainty and uni-
formity in the area of trade dress pro-
tection. The bill passed the Senate on
July 1, 1999, and was enacted on August
5, 1999.

Together, these measures represent
significant steps in our efforts to en-
sure that American trademark law ade-
quately serves and promote American
interests.

The legislation I introduce today
with Senator HATCH would ease the
trademark registration burden on
small and medium-sized businesses by
enabling them to obtain trademark
protection in all signatory countries
with a single trademark application
filed with the Patent and Trademark
Office. Currently, in order for Amer-
ican companies to protect their trade-
marks abroad, they must register their
trademarks in each and every country
in which protection is sought. Reg-
istering in multiple countries is a
time-consuming, complicated and ex-
pensive process—a process which places
a disproportionate burden on smaller
American companies seeking inter-
national trademark protection.

I first introduced the Madrid Pro-
tocol Implementation Act in the 105th
Congress as S. 2191, then again in the
106th Congress as S. 671. The Judiciary
Committee reported S. 671 favorably
and unanimously, on February 10, 2000.
In the House of Representatives, Con-
gressmen Coble and Berman sponsored
and passed an identical bill, H.R. 769,
on April 13, 1999.

Since 1891, the Madrid Agreement
Concerning the International Registra-
tion of Marks, Agreement has provided
an international trademark registra-
tion system. However, prior to adop-
tion of the Protocol, the U.S. declined
to join the Agreement because it con-
tained terms deemed inimical to Amer-
ican intellectual property interests. In
1989, the terms of the Agreement were
modified by the Protocol, which cor-
rected the objectionable terms of the
Agreement and made American partici-
pation a possibility. For example,
under the Protocol, applications for
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international trademark extension can
be completed in English; formerly, ap-
plications were required to be com-
pleted in French.

Another stumbling block to the
United States joining the Protocol was
resolved last year. Specifically, the Eu-
ropean Community, EC, had taken the
position that under the Protocol, the
EC, as an intergovernmental member
of the Protocol, received a separate
vote in the Assembly established by
the agreement in addition to the votes
of its member states. The State De-
partment opposed this position as a
contravention of the democratic con-
cept of one-vote-per-country.

On February 2, 2000, the Assembly of
the Madrid Protocol expressed its in-
tent ‘“to use their voting rights in such
a way as to ensure that the number of
votes cast by the European Community
and its member States does not exceed
the number of the European Commu-
nity’s Member States.” In short, this
letter appeared to resolve differences
between the Administration and the
European Community, EC, regarding
the voting rights of intergovernmental
members of the Protocol in the Assem-
bly established by the agreement.

Shortly after this letter was for-
warded by the Assembly, I wrote to
then Secretary of State Madeleine
Albright requesting information on the
Administration’s position in light of
the resolution of the voting dispute. At
a hearing of the Foreign Operations
Subcommittee on April 14, 2000, I fur-
ther inquired of Secretary Albright
about the progress the Administration
was making on this matter, particu-
larly in 1light of the fact that dif-
ferences over the voting rights of the
European Union and participation of
intergovernmental organizations in
this intellectual property treaty were
resolved in accordance with the U.S.
position.

Subsequently, President Clinton
transmitted Treaty Document 106-41,
the Protocol Relating to the Madrid
Agreement to the Senate for ratifica-
tion on September 5, 2000. Shortly after
transmittal, on September 13, 2000, the
Foreign Relations Committee held a
hearing to consider Protocol. Unfortu-
nately, no further action was taken on
the Protocol or the implementing leg-
islation before the Congress adjourned.

United States membership in the
Protocol would greatly enhance the
ability of any U.S. business, whether
large or small, to protect its trade-
marks in other countries more quickly,
cheaply and easily. That, in turn, will
make it easier for American businesses
to enter foreign markets and to protect
their trademarks in those markets.
The Protocol would not require sub-
stantive changes to American trade-
mark law, but merely to certain proce-
dures for registering trademarks. Pas-
sage of this implementing legislation
will help to ensure timely accession to
and implementation of the Madrid Pro-
tocol, and it will send a clear signal to
the international community, U.S.
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businesses, and trademark owners that
Congress is serious about our Nation
becoming part of a low-cost, efficient
system to promote the international
registration of marks. I look forward
to working with Senator HATCH and my
other colleagues for ratification of the
Protocol and passage of the imple-
menting legislation.

I ask unanimous consent that a copy
of the bill and the sectional analysis be
placed in the RECORD after my state-
ment, as well as any additional state-
ments regarding this bill.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

S. 407

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘“‘Madrid Pro-

tocol Implementation Act”.

SEC. 2. PROVISIONS TO IMPLEMENT THE PRO-
TOCOL RELATING TO THE MADRID

AGREEMENT CONCERNING THE
INTERNATIONAL REGISTRATION OF
MARKS.

The Act entitled ‘““An Act to provide for
the registration and protection of trade-
marks used in commerce, to carry out the
provisions of certain international conven-
tions, and for other purposes’, approved July
5, 1946, as amended (15 U.S.C. 1051 and fol-
lowing) (commonly referred to as the
“Trademark Act of 1946’) is amended by add-
ing after section 51 the following new title:

“TITLE XII—THE MADRID PROTOCOL
“SEC. 60. DEFINITIONS.

“For purposes of this title:

‘(1) MADRID PROTOCOL.—The term ‘Madrid
Protocol’ means the Protocol Relating to the
Madrid Agreement Concerning the Inter-
national Registration of Marks, adopted at
Madrid, Spain, on June 27, 1989.

‘“(2) BASIC APPLICATION.—The term ‘basic
application’ means the application for the
registration of a mark that has been filed
with an Office of a Contracting Party and
that constitutes the basis for an application
for the international registration of that
mark.

‘“(3) BASIC REGISTRATION.—The term ‘basic
registration’ means the registration of a
mark that has been granted by an Office of
a Contracting Party and that constitutes the
basis for an application for the international
registration of that mark.

‘“(4) CONTRACTING PARTY.—The term ‘Con-
tracting Party’ means any country or inter-
governmental organization that is a party to
the Madrid Protocol.

‘“(5) DATE OF RECORDAL.—The term ‘date of
recordal’ means the date on which a request
for extension of protection that is filed after
an international registration is granted is
recorded on the International Register.

‘“(6) DECLARATION OF BONA FIDE INTENTION
TO USE THE MARK IN COMMERCE.—The term
‘declaration of bona fide intention to use the
mark in commerce’ means a declaration that
is signed by the applicant for, or holder of,
an international registration who is seeking
extension of protection of a mark to the
United States and that contains a statement
that—

‘‘(A) the applicant or holder has a bona fide
intention to use the mark in commerce;

‘‘(B) the person making the declaration be-
lieves himself or herself, or the firm, cor-
poration, or association in whose behalf he
or she makes the declaration, to be entitled
to use the mark in commerce; and
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‘(C) no other person, firm, corporation, or
association, to the best of his or her knowl-
edge and belief, has the right to use such
mark in commerce either in the identical
form of the mark or in such near resem-
blance to the mark as to be likely, when
used on or in connection with the goods of
such other person, firm, corporation, or asso-
ciation, to cause confusion, or to cause mis-
take, or to deceive.

“(7) EXTENSION OF PROTECTION.—The term
‘extension of protection’ means the protec-
tion resulting from an international reg-
istration that extends to a Contracting
Party at the request of the holder of the
international registration, in accordance
with the Madrid Protocol.

‘(8) HOLDER OF AN INTERNATIONAL REG-
ISTRATION.—A ‘holder’ of an international
registration is the natural or juristic person
in whose name the international registration
is recorded on the International Register.

‘(9) INTERNATIONAL  APPLICATION.—The
term ‘international application’ means an
application for international registration
that is filed under the Madrid Protocol.

‘“(10) INTERNATIONAL BUREAU.—The term
‘International Bureau’ means the Inter-
national Bureau of the World Intellectual
Property Organization.

¢“(11) INTERNATIONAL REGISTER.—The term
‘International Register’ means the official
collection of such data concerning inter-
national registrations maintained by the
International Bureau that the Madrid Pro-
tocol or its implementing regulations re-
quire or permit to be recorded, regardless of
the medium which contains such data.

“(12) INTERNATIONAL REGISTRATION.—The
term ‘international registration’ means the
registration of a mark granted under the Ma-
drid Protocol.

¢“(13) INTERNATIONAL REGISTRATION DATE.
The term ‘international registration date’
means the date assigned to the international
registration by the International Bureau.

‘‘(14) NOTIFICATION OF REFUSAL.—The term
‘notification of refusal’ means the notice
sent by an Office of a Contracting Party to
the International Bureau declaring that an
extension of protection cannot be granted.

¢“(15) OFFICE OF A CONTRACTING PARTY.—The
term ‘Office of a Contracting Party’ means—

‘“(A) the office, or governmental entity, of
a Contracting Party that is responsible for
the registration of marks; or

‘“(B) the common office, or governmental
entity, of more than 1 Contracting Party
that is responsible for the registration of
marks and is so recognized by the Inter-
national Bureau.

‘‘(16) OFFICE OF ORIGIN.—The term ‘office of
origin’ means the Office of a Contracting
Party with which a basic application was
filed or by which a basic registration was
granted.

‘“(17) OPPOSITION PERIOD.—The term ‘oppo-
sition period’ means the time allowed for fil-
ing an opposition in the Patent and Trade-
mark Office, including any extension of time
granted under section 13.

“SEC. 61. INTERNATIONAL APPLICATIONS BASED
ON UNITED STATES APPLICATIONS
OR REGISTRATIONS.

“The owner of a basic application pending
before the Patent and Trademark Office, or
the owner of a basic registration granted by
the Patent and Trademark Office, who—

‘(1) is a national of the United States;

¢“(2) is domiciled in the United States; or

“(3) has a real and effective industrial or
commercial establishment in the United
States,
may file an international application by sub-
mitting to the Patent and Trademark Office
a written application in such form, together
with such fees, as may be prescribed by the
Director.
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“SEC. 62. CERTIFICATION OF THE

NATIONAL APPLICATION.

‘“Upon the filing of an application for
international registration and payment of
the prescribed fees, the Director shall exam-
ine the international application for the pur-
pose of certifying that the information con-
tained in the international application cor-
responds to the information contained in the
basic application or basic registration at the
time of the certification. Upon examination
and certification of the international appli-
cation, the Director shall transmit the inter-
national application to the International Bu-
reau.

“SEC. 63. RESTRICTION, ABANDONMENT, CAN-
CELLATION, OR EXPIRATION OF A
BASIC APPLICATION OR BASIC REG-
ISTRATION.

‘“With respect to an international applica-
tion transmitted to the International Bureau
under section 62, the Director shall notify
the International Bureau whenever the basic
application or basic registration which is the
basis for the international application has
been restricted, abandoned, or canceled, or
has expired, with respect to some or all of
the goods and services listed in the inter-
national registration—

‘(1) within 5 years after the international
registration date; or

‘“(2) more than 5 years after the inter-
national registration date if the restriction,
abandonment, or cancellation of the basic
application or basic registration resulted
from an action that began before the end of
that 5-year period.

“SEC. 64. REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF PROTEC-
TION SUBSEQUENT TO INTER-
NATIONAL REGISTRATION.

‘““The holder of an international registra-
tion that is based upon a basic application
filed with the Patent and Trademark Office
or a basic registration granted by the Patent
and Trademark Office may request an exten-
sion of protection of its international reg-
istration by filing such a request—

‘(1) directly with the International Bu-
reau; or

‘“(2) with the Patent and Trademark Office
for transmittal to the International Bureau,
if the request is in such form, and contains
such transmittal fee, as may be prescribed
by the Director.

“SEC. 65. EXTENSION OF PROTECTION OF AN
INTERNATIONAL REGISTRATION TO
THE UNITED STATES UNDER THE
MADRID PROTOCOL.

‘“(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the provi-
sions of section 68, the holder of an inter-
national registration shall be entitled to the
benefits of extension of protection of that
international registration to the United
States to the extent necessary to give effect
to any provision of the Madrid Protocol.

“(b) Ir UNITED STATES IS OFFICE OF ORI-
GIN.—An extension of protection resulting
from an international registration of a mark
shall not apply to the United States if the
Patent and Trademark Office is the office of
origin with respect to that mark.

“SEC. 66. EFFECT OF FILING A REQUEST FOR EX-
TENSION OF PROTECTION OF AN
INTERNATIONAL REGISTRATION TO
THE UNITED STATES.

‘‘(a) REQUIREMENT FOR REQUEST FOR EXTEN-
SION OF PROTECTION.—A request for extension
of protection of an international registration
to the United States that the International
Bureau transmits to the Patent and Trade-
mark Office shall be deemed to be properly
filed in the United States if such request,
when received by the International Bureau,
has attached to it a declaration of bona fide
intention to use the mark in commerce that
is verified by the applicant for, or holder of,
the international registration.

“(b) EFFECT OF PROPER FILING.—Unless ex-
tension of protection is refused under section

INTER-
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68, the proper filing of the request for exten-
sion of protection under subsection (a) shall
constitute constructive use of the mark, con-
ferring the same rights as those specified in
section 7(c), as of the earliest of the fol-
lowing:

‘(1) The international registration date, if
the request for extension of protection was
filed in the international application.

‘“(2) The date of recordal of the request for
extension of protection, if the request for ex-
tension of protection was made after the
international registration date.

‘(3) The date of priority claimed pursuant
to section 67.

“SEC. 67. RIGHT OF PRIORITY FOR REQUEST FOR
EXTENSION OF PROTECTION TO THE
UNITED STATES.

““The holder of an international registra-
tion with an extension of protection to the
United States shall be entitled to claim a
date of priority based on the right of priority
within the meaning of Article 4 of the Paris
Convention for the Protection of Industrial
Property if—

‘(1) the international registration con-
tained a claim of such priority; and

‘“(2)(A) the international application con-
tained a request for extension of protection
to the United States; or

‘“(B) the date of recordal of the request for
extension of protection to the United States
is not later than 6 months after the date of
the first regular national filing (within the
meaning of Article 4(A)(3) of the Paris Con-
vention for the Protection of Industrial
Property) or a subsequent application (with-
in the meaning of Article 4(C)(4) of the Paris
Convention).

“SEC. 68. EXAMINATION OF AND OPPOSITION TO
REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF PRO-
TECTION; NOTIFICATION OF RE-
FUSAL.

‘“(a) EXAMINATION AND OPPOSITION.—(1) A
request for extension of protection described
in section 66(a) shall be examined as an ap-
plication for registration on the Principal
Register under this Act, and if on such exam-
ination it appears that the applicant is enti-
tled to extension of protection under this
title, the Director shall cause the mark to be
published in the Official Gazette of the Pat-
ent and Trademark Office.

*“(2) Subject to the provisions of subsection
(¢), a request for extension of protection
under this title shall be subject to opposition
under section 13. Unless successfully op-
posed, the request for extension of protection
shall not be refused.

‘‘(3) Extension of protection shall not be
refused under this section on the ground that
the mark has not been used in commerce.

‘‘(4) Extension of protection shall be re-
fused under this section to any mark not
registrable on the Principal Register.

“(b) NOTIFICATION OF REFUSAL.—If, a re-
quest for extension of protection is refused
under subsection (a), the Director shall de-
clare in a notification of refusal (as provided
in subsection (c)) that the extension of pro-
tection cannot be granted, together with a
statement of all grounds on which the re-
fusal was based.

‘‘(c) NOTICE TO INTERNATIONAL BUREAU.—(1)
Within 18 months after the date on which the
International Bureau transmits to the Pat-
ent and Trademark Office a notification of a
request for extension of protection, the Di-
rector shall transmit to the International
Bureau any of the following that applies to
such request:

““(A) A notification of refusal based on an
examination of the request for extension of
protection.

‘(B) A notification of refusal based on the
filing of an opposition to the request.

“(C) A notification of the possibility that
an opposition to the request may be filed
after the end of that 18-month period.
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‘(2) If the Director has sent a notification
of the possibility of opposition under para-
graph (1)(C), the Director shall, if applicable,
transmit to the International Bureau a noti-
fication of refusal on the basis of the opposi-
tion, together with a statement of all the
grounds for the opposition, within 7 months
after the beginning of the opposition period
or within 1 month after the end of the oppo-
sition period, whichever is earlier.

““(3) If a notification of refusal of a request
for extension of protection is transmitted
under paragraph (1) or (2), no grounds for re-
fusal of such request other than those set
forth in such notification may be trans-
mitted to the International Bureau by the
Director after the expiration of the time pe-
riods set forth in paragraph (1) or (2), as the
case may be.

‘“(4) If a notification specified in paragraph
(1) or (2) is not sent to the International Bu-
reau within the time period set forth in such
paragraph, with respect to a request for ex-
tension of protection, the request for exten-
sion of protection shall not be refused and
the Director shall issue a certificate of ex-
tension of protection pursuant to the re-
quest.

¢“(d) DESIGNATION OF AGENT FOR SERVICE OF
PROCESS.—In responding to a notification of
refusal with respect to a mark, the holder of
the international registration of the mark
shall designate, by a written document filed
in the Patent and Trademark Office, the
name and address of a person resident in the
United States on whom may be served no-
tices or process in proceedings affecting the
mark. Such notices or process may be served
upon the person so designated by leaving
with that person, or mailing to that person,
a copy thereof at the address specified in the
last designation so filed. If the person so des-
ignated cannot be found at the address given
in the last designation, such notice or proc-
ess may be served upon the Director.

“SEC. 69. EFFECT OF EXTENSION OF PROTEC-
TION.

‘‘(a) ISSUANCE OF EXTENSION OF PROTEC-
TION.—Unless a request for extension of pro-
tection is refused under section 68, the Direc-
tor shall issue a certificate of extension of
protection pursuant to the request and shall
cause notice of such certificate of extension
of protection to be published in the Official
Gazette of the Patent and Trademark Office.

‘““(b) EFFECT OF EXTENSION OF PROTEC-
TION.—From the date on which a certificate
of extension of protection is issued under
subsection (a)—

‘(1) such extension of protection shall have
the same effect and validity as a registration
on the Principal Register; and

‘“(2) the holder of the international reg-
istration shall have the same rights and rem-
edies as the owner of a registration on the
Principal Register.

“SEC. 70. DEPENDENCE OF EXTENSION OF PRO-
TECTION TO THE UNITED STATES
ON THE UNDERLYING INTER-
NATIONAL REGISTRATION.

‘“(a) EFFECT OF CANCELLATION OF INTER-
NATIONAL  REGISTRATION.—If the Inter-
national Bureau notifies the Patent and
Trademark Office of the cancellation of an
international registration with respect to
some or all of the goods and services listed in
the international registration, the Director
shall cancel any extension of protection to
the United States with respect to such goods
and services as of the date on which the
international registration was canceled.

“(b) EFFECT OF FAILURE TO RENEW INTER-
NATIONAL  REGISTRATION.—If the Inter-
national Bureau does not renew an inter-
national registration, the corresponding ex-
tension of protection to the United States
shall cease to be valid as of the date of the
expiration of the international registration.
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‘‘(c) TRANSFORMATION OF AN EXTENSION OF
PROTECTION INTO A UNITED STATES APPLICA-
TION.—The holder of an international reg-
istration canceled in whole or in part by the
International Bureau at the request of the
office of origin, under Article 6(4) of the Ma-
drid Protocol, may file an application, under
section 1 or 44 of this Act, for the registra-
tion of the same mark for any of the goods
and services to which the cancellation ap-
plies that were covered by an extension of
protection to the United States based on
that international registration. Such an ap-
plication shall be treated as if it had been
filed on the international registration date
or the date of recordal of the request for ex-
tension of protection with the International
Bureau, whichever date applies, and, if the
extension of protection enjoyed priority
under section 67 of this title, shall enjoy the
same priority. Such an application shall be
entitled to the benefits conferred by this
subsection only if the application is filed not
later than 3 months after the date on which
the international registration was canceled,
in whole or in part, and only if the applica-
tion complies with all the requirements of
this Act which apply to any application filed
pursuant to section 1 or 44.

“SEC. 71. AFFIDAVITS AND FEES.

‘“(a) REQUIRED AFFIDAVITS AND FEES.—An
extension of protection for which a certifi-
cate of extension of protection has been
issued under section 69 shall remain in force
for the term of the international registration
upon which it is based, except that the ex-
tension of protection of any mark shall be
canceled by the Director—

‘(1) at the end of the 6-year period begin-
ning on the date on which the certificate of
extension of protection was issued by the Di-
rector, unless within the 1-year period pre-
ceding the expiration of that 6-year period
the holder of the international registration
files in the Patent and Trademark Office an
affidavit under subsection (b) together with
a fee prescribed by the Director; and

‘“(2) at the end of the 10-year period begin-
ning on the date on which the certificate of
extension of protection was issued by the Di-
rector, and at the end of each 10-year period
thereafter, unless—

““(A) within the 6-month period preceding
the expiration of such 10-year period the
holder of the international registration files
in the Patent and Trademark Office an affi-
davit under subsection (b) together with a
fee prescribed by the Director; or

‘(B) within 3 months after the expiration
of such 10-year period, the holder of the
international registration files in the Patent
and Trademark Office an affidavit under sub-
section (b) together with the fee described in
subparagraph (A) and an additional fee pre-
scribed by the Director.

“(b) CONTENTS OF AFFIDAVIT.—The affi-
davit referred to in subsection (a) shall set
forth those goods or services recited in the
extension of protection on or in connection
with which the mark is in use in commerce
and the holder of the international registra-
tion shall attach to the affidavit a specimen
or facsimile showing the current use of the
mark in commerce, or shall set forth that
any nonuse is due to special circumstances
which excuse such nonuse and is not due to
any intention to abandon the mark. Special
notice of the requirement for such affidavit
shall be attached to each certificate of ex-
tension of protection.

“SEC. 72. ASSIGNMENT OF AN
PROTECTION.

“An extension of protection may be as-
signed, together with the goodwill associated
with the mark, only to a person who is a na-
tional of, is domiciled in, or has a bona fide
and effective industrial or commercial estab-
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lishment either in a country that is a Con-
tracting Party or in a country that is a
member of an intergovernmental organiza-
tion that is a Contracting Party.

“SEC. 73. INCONTESTABILITY.

““The period of continuous use prescribed
under section 15 for a mark covered by an ex-
tension of protection issued under this title
may begin no earlier than the date on which
the Director issues the certificate of the ex-
tension of protection under section 69, except
as provided in section 74.

“SEC. 74. RIGHTS OF EXTENSION
TION.

““An extension of protection shall convey
the same rights as an existing registration
for the same mark, if—

‘(1) the extension of protection and the ex-
isting registration are owned by the same
person;

‘(2) the goods and services listed in the ex-
isting registration are also listed in the ex-
tension of protection; and

‘“(3) the certificate of extension of protec-
tion is issued after the date of the existing
registration.”.

SEC. 8. EFFECTIVE DATE.

This Act and the amendments made by
this Act shall take effect on the date on
which the Madrid Protocol (as defined in sec-
tion 60(1) of the Trademark Act of 1946) en-
ters into force with respect to the United
States.

OF PROTEC-

MADRID PROTOCOL IMPLEMENTATION ACT—
SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE

This section provides a short title: the
‘“Madrid Protocol Implementation Act.”

SECTION 2. AMENDMENTS TO THE TRADEMARK

ACT OF 1946

This section amends the ‘“‘Trademark Act
of 1946 by adding a new Title XII with the
following provisions:

The owner of a registration granted by the
Patent and Trademark Office (PTO) or the
owner of a pending application before the
PTO may file an international application
for trademark protection at the PTO.

After receipt of the appropriate fee and in-
spection of the application, the PTO Director
is charged with the duty of transmitting the
application to the WIPO International Bu-
reau.

The Director is also obliged to notify the
International Bureau whenever the inter-
national application has been ‘. .. re-
stricted, abandoned, canceled, or has expired

. within a specified time period.

The holder of an international registration
may request an extension of its registration
by filing with the PTO or the International
Bureau.

The holder of an international registration
is entitled to the benefits of extension in the
United States to the extent necessary to give
effect to any provision of the Protocol; how-
ever, an extension of an international reg-
istration shall not apply to the United
States if the PTO is the office of origin with
respect to that mark.

The holder of an international registration
with an extension of protection in the United
States may claim a date of priority based on
certain conditions.

If the PTO Director believes that an appli-
cant is entitled to an extension of protec-
tion, he or she publishes the mark in the
“Official Gazette” of the PTO. This serves
notice to third parties who oppose the exten-
sion. Unless an official protest conducted
pursuant to existing law is successful, the re-
quest for extension may not be refused. If
the request for extension is denied, however,
the Director notifies the International Bu-
reau of such action and sets forth the rea-
son(s) why. The Director must also apprise
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the International Bureau of other relevant
information pertaining to requests for exten-
sion within the designated time periods.

If an extension for protection is granted,
the Director issues a certificate attesting to
such action, and publishes notice of the cer-
tificate in the ‘‘Gazette.”” Holders of exten-
sion certificates thereafter enjoy protection
equal to that of other owners of registration
listed on the Principal Register of the PTO.

If the International Bureau notifies the
PTO of a cancellation of some or all of the
goods and services listed in the international
registration, the Director must cancel an ex-
tension of protection with respect to the
same goods and services as of the date on
which the international registration was
canceled. Similarly, if the International Bu-
reau does not renew an international reg-
istration, the corresponding extension of
protection in the United States shall cease
to be valid. Finally, the holder of an inter-
national registration canceled in whole or in
part by the International Bureau may file an
application for the registration of the same
mark for any of the goods and services to
which the cancellation applies that were
covered by an extension of protection to the
United States based on that international
registration.

The holder of an extension of protection
must, within designated time periods and
under certain conditions, file an affidavit
setting forth the relevant goods or services
covered an any explanation as to why their
nonuse in commerce is related to ‘‘special
circumstances,’”” along with a filing fee.

The right to an extension of protection
may be assigned to a third party so long as
the individual is a national of, or is domi-
ciled in, or has a ‘‘bona fide’ business lo-
cated in a country that is a member of the
Protocol; or has such a business in a country
that is a member of an intergovernmental
organization (like the E.U.) belonging to the
Protocol.

An extension of protection conveys the
same rights as an existing registration for
the same mark if the extension and existing
registration are owned by the same person,
and extension of protection and the existing
registration cover the same goods or serv-
ices, and the certificate of extension is
issued after the date of the existing registra-
tion.

SECTION 3. EFFECTIVE DATE

This section states that the effective date
of the act shall commence on the date on
which the Madrid Protocol takes effect in
the United States.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, today I
am pleased to introduce with my dis-
tinguished colleague, Senator LEAHY,
legislation that will, for the first time,
enable American businesses to obtain
international trademark protection
with the filing of a single application
and the payment of a single fee.

For many businesses, a company’s
trademark is its most valuable asset.
This is illustrated now as never before
in the growth of the new Internet econ-
omy, where so-called ‘‘branding’ is the
name of the game and the cornerstone
of any business plan. Whether a busi-
ness is an e-business or a more tradi-
tional Main Street storefront, United
States trademark law has proven to be
a powerful tool for these businesses in
protecting their marks against domes-
tic misappropriation. However, as glob-
al trading increases and multinational
businesses grow, worldwide trademark
protection is becoming extremely im-
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portant and desirable. Unfortunately,
achieving similar protection on an
international scale has always been a
much more difficult task. This dif-
ficulty stems in large part from the di-
versity among national trademark
laws, as well as the sometimes prohibi-
tive costs of filing individual registra-
tions and seeking foreign representa-
tion in each and every country for
which trademark protection is sought.
As a result, American businesses, and
small businesses in particular, are
often forced to pick only a handful of
countries in which to seek protection
for their brand names and hope for the
best in the rest of the world.

In the past, Senator LEAHY and I
have sponsored a number of bills ad-
dressing the international protection
of intellectual property. In the trade-
mark arena, we strongly supported leg-
islation implementing the Trademark
Law Treaty. That treaty serves to
streamline the trademark registration
process in member countries around
the world and to minimize the hurdles
faced by American trademark owners
in securing international protection of
their marks. The legislation we intro-
duce today will build upon those im-
provements by allowing trademark
owners to seek international protec-
tion with a single application filed in
the English language with the United
States Patent and Trademark Office,
USPTO, and with the payment of a sin-
gle fee. Most important, it paves the
way for the USPTO to act as a one-stop
shop for international trademark pro-
tection without making substantive
changes to United States trademark
law. Foreign trademark owners must
still meet all of the substantive re-
quirements of United States trademark
law in order to gain protection in the
United States based on an inter-
national application filed under the
Madrid Protocol. In short, it is a win-
win situation for American trademark
owners.

As my colleagues here know, United
States adherence to the Madrid Pro-
tocol was stalled for years over admin-
istrative provisions—unrelated to the
substance of the Protocol itself—relat-
ing to voting rights. Since 1994, the Ad-
ministration voiced objections to these
provisions, which would allow an inter-
governmental organization, e.g., the
European Union, a vote in certain trea-
ty matters taken before the Assembly,
separate and apart from the votes of its
member states. Although matters be-
fore the Assembly would largely be
limited to administrative matters, e.g.,
those involving formalities and fee
changes, the concern expressed has
been that these provisions, which ap-
pear to violate the democratic prin-
ciple of one vote for each state, would
create an undesirable precedent in fu-
ture international agreements.

While this stumbling block to United
States accession to the Protocol has
been the subject of much negotiation
between the United States and the Eu-
ropean Union, I am pleased that a suc-
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cessful resolution on this issue of vot-
ing rights has been reached, and I was
pleased that the Senate finally re-
ceived the Administration’s request for
its advice and consent last year. By
passing The Madrid Protocol Imple-
mentation Act, we will take an impor-
tant step in making sure that Amer-
ican trademark owners will be able to
take full advantage of the benefits of
the Protocol as soon as it comes into
force with respect to the United States.
This is a particularly important meas-
ure for American competitiveness, and
for the individual businesses in each of
our states. I want to thank Senator
LEAHY for his leadership with respect
to this legislation, and I look forward
to my colleagues’ support for it.

By Mrs. BOXER (for herself and
Mrs. FEINSTEIN):

S. 408. A bill to provide emergency
relief to small businesses affected by
significant increases in the price of
electricity; to the Committee on Small
Business.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, today, I
am introducing the Small Business
Electricity Emergency Relief Act. As
the electricity crisis in California con-
tinues, small businesses are being hit
hard by the increase in electricity
prices.

Across California, small business
owners are opening their electricity
bills only to be in a state of shock. In
some cases they find that their bills
have doubled, and sometimes even tri-
pled. This has resulted in many small
businesses having to close their doors
and many more facing severe economic
hardship.

Under the Small Business Electricity
Emergency Relief Act of 2001, the
Small Business Administration could
make loans to small businesses that
have suffered economic injury due to a
““sharp and significant increase’” in
their electricity bills.

This legislation will provide Califor-
nia’s small businesses with some much
needed financial relief. This will great-
ly assist small businesses in the San
Diego region that suffered dramatic in-
creases in their electricity bills last
summer.

Small businesses represent the heart
of our great state’s thriving economy.
This legislation will ensure that these
small businesses are provided assist-
ance to help keep their lights on.

———

STATEMENTS ON SUBMITTED
RESOLUTIONS

SENATE RESOLUTION 28—TO AU-
THORIZE TESTIMONY AND
LEGAL REPRESENTATION IN
STATE OF IDAHO V. FREDRICK
LEROY LEAS, SR.

Mr. LOTT (for himself and Mr.
DASCHLE) submitted the following reso-
lution; which was considered and
agreed to.

S. REs. 28

Whereas, in the case of State of Idaho v.

Fredrick Leroy Leas, Sr., C. No. CR-00-01326,
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pending in the District Court Of The Second
Judicial District Of The State Of Idaho, in
and for the County of Latah, testimony has
been subpoenaed from Cindy Agidius, an em-
ployee in the office of Senator Mike Crapo;

Whereas, pursuant to sections 703(a) and
704(a)(2) of the Ethics in Government Act of
1978, 2 U.S.C. §§288b(a) and 288c(a)(2), the
Senate may direct its counsel to represent
employees of the Senate with respect to any
subpoena, order, or request for testimony re-
lating to their official responsibilities;

Whereas, by the privileges of the Senate of
the United States and Rule XI of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, no evidence under
the control or in the possession of the Senate
may, by the judicial or administrative proc-
ess, be taken from such control or possession
but by permission of the Senate;

Whereas, when it appears that evidence
under the control or in the possession of the
Senate may promote the administration of
justice, the Senate will take such action as
will promote the ends of justice consistently
with the privileges of the Senate: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved, That Cindy Agidius is authorized
to testify in the case of State of Idaho v.
Fredrick Leroy Leas, Sr., except concerning
matters for which a privilege should be as-
serted.

SEC. 2. The Senate Legal Counsel is author-
ized to represent Cindy Agidius in connec-
tion with the testimony authorized in sec-
tion one of this resolution.

———

SENATE RESOLUTION 29—HON-
ORING DALE EARNHARDT AND
EXPRESSING CONDOLENCES OF
THE UNITED STATES SENATE TO
HIS FAMILY ON HIS DEATH

Mr. EDWARDS (for himself and Mr.
HeELMS) submitted the following resolu-
tion; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

S. REs. 29

Whereas the Senate has heard with great
sadness of the death of Dale Earnhardt in a
tragic accident;

Whereas Dale Earnhardt, a native of
Kannapolis, North Carolina, represents a
genuine American success story, rising from
poverty to become a racing legend and ac-
complished businessman;

Whereas Dale Earnhardt became the first
driver to follow Rookie of the Year honors in
1979 with the Winston Cup championship the
next year;

Whereas Dale Earnhardt is tied only with
Richard Petty in winning seven Winston Cup
Series titles during his 26 years in racing;

Whereas Dale Earnhardt followed in his fa-
ther’s footsteps as a stock car driver, and
earned the nickname ‘“The Intimidator’ for
his aggressive racing style with which he
went on to win 76 career races, including the
1998 Daytona 500;

Whereas Dale Earnhardt was not only de-
voted to the sport of racing, but to his fam-
ily as the loving husband of Teresa, and lov-
ing father of Taylor Nicole, Dale Jr., Kelley,
and Kerry;

Whereas Dale Earnhardt’s love for life and
countless contributions to family and the
State of North Carolina serve as an inspira-
tion to millions;

Whereas Dale Earnhardt contributed sig-
nificantly to the growth and popularity of
NASCAR in America through his support of
and dedication to racing;

Whereas fans across the nation mourn the
untimely loss of one of NASCAR’s greatest
champions;
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Whereas in days following the passing of
Dale Earnhardt, fellow drivers and NASCAR
officials repeatedly referred to him as ‘‘the
greatest driver in the history of the sport’:

Now, therefore,be it

Resolved, That the Senate—

(1) Recognizes that the world has too soon
lost one of its most beloved sports heroes
and one of the greatest drivers in racing his-
tory; and honors him in his devotion to life,
family, and motor sports; and

(2) expresses its deep and heartfelt condo-
lences to the family of Dale Earnhardt on
their tragic loss.

———

SENATE RESOLUTION 30—AUTHOR-
IZING EXPENDITURES BY THE
COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET

Mr. DOMENICI submitted the fol-
lowing resolution; from the Committee
on the Budget; which was referred to
the Committee on Rules and Adminis-
tration.

S. RES. 30

Resolved,

SECTION 1. COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET.

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out
its powers, duties, and functions under the
Standing Rules of the Senate, in accordance
with its jurisdiction under rule XXV of such
rules, including holding hearings, reporting
such hearings, and making investigations as
authorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate,
the Committee on the Budget (referred to in
this resolution as the ‘‘committee’) is au-
thorized from March 1, 2001, through Feb-
ruary 28, 2003, in its discretion—

(1) to make expenditures from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate;

(2) to employ personnel; and

(3) with the prior consent of the Govern-
ment department or agency concerned and
the Committee on Rules and Administration,
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs-
able, basis the services of personnel of any
such department or agency.

(b) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING SEP-
TEMBER 30, 2001.—The expenses of the com-
mittee for the period March 1, 2001, through
September 30, 2001, under this section shall
not exceed $2,880,615, of which amount—

(1) not to exceed $20,000, may be expended
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C.
T2a(i))); and

(2) not to exceed $4,000, may be expended
for the training of the professional staff of
the committee (under procedures specified
by section 202(j) of that Act).

(c) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2002 PE-
RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the
period October 1, 2001, through September 30,
2002, under this section shall not exceed
$5,112,126, of which amount—

(1) not to exceed $20,000, may be expended
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C.
T2a(1))); and

(2) not to exceed $4,000, may be expended
for the training of the professional staff of
the committee (under procedures specified
by section 202(j) of that Act).

(d) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY
28, 2003.—For the period October 1, 2002,
through February 28, 2003, expenses of the
committee under this section shall not ex-
ceed $2,187,120, of which amount—

(1) not to exceed $20,000, may be expended
for the procurement of the services of indi-
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vidual consultants, or organizations thereof
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and

(2) not to exceed $4,000, may be expended
for the training of the professional staff of
the committee (under procedures specified
by section 202(j) of that Act).

SEC. 2. REPORTING LEGISLATION.

The committee shall report its findings,
together with such recommendations for leg-
islation as it deems advisable, to the Senate
at the earliest practicable date, but not later
than February 28, 2003.

SEC. 3. EXPENSES AND AGENCY CONTRIBUTIONS.

(a) EXPENSES OF THE COMMITTEE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
paragraph (2), any expenses of the committee
under this resolution shall be paid from the
contingent fund of the Senate upon vouchers
approved by the chairman of the committee.

(2) VOUCHERS NOT REQUIRED.—Vouchers
shall not be required for—

(A) the disbursement of salaries of employ-
ees of the committee who are paid at an an-
nual rate;

(B) the payment of telecommunications ex-
penses provided by the Office of the Sergeant
at Arms and Doorkeeper;

(C) the payment of stationery supplies pur-
chased through the Keeper of Stationery;

(D) payments to the Postmaster of the
Senate;

(E) the payment of metered charges on
copying equipment provided by the Office of
the Sergeant at Arms and Doorkeeper;

(F) the payment of Senate Recording and
Photographic Services; or

(G) for payment of franked and mass mail
costs by the Sergeant at Arms and Door-
keeper, United States Senate.

(b) AGENCY CONTRIBUTIONS.—There are au-
thorized such sums as may be necessary for
agency contributions related to the com-
pensation of employees of the committee for
the period March 1, 2001, through September
30, 2001, for the period October 1, 2001,
through September 30, 2002, and for the pe-
riod October 1, 2002, through February 28,
2003, to be paid from the appropriations ac-
count for ‘“‘Expenses of Inquiries and Inves-
tigations” of the Senate.

————

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 17—EXPRESSING THE
SENSE OF CONGRESS THAT
THERE SHOULD CONTINUE TO BE
PARITY BETWEEN THE ADJUST-
MENTS IN THE COMPENSATION
OF MEMBERS OF THE UNI-
FORMED SERVICES AND THE AD-
JUSTMENTS IN THE COMPENSA-
TION OF CIVILIAN EMPLOYEES
OF THE UNITED STATES

Mr. SARBANES (for himself, Mr.
WARNER, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. BINGAMAN,
Mr. KENNEDY, and Mr. AKAKA) sub-
mitted the following concurrent resolu-
tion; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs.

S. CoN. RES. 17

Whereas members of the uniformed serv-
ices of the United States and civilian em-
ployees of the United States make signifi-
cant contributions to the general welfare of
the United States;

Whereas increases in the levels of pay of
members of the uniformed services and of ci-
vilian employees of the United States have
not kept pace with increases in the overall
levels of pay of workers in the private sector;

Whereas there is a 32 percent gap between
the compensation levels of Federal civilian
employees and the compensation levels of
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private sector workers, and an estimated 10
percent gap between the compensation levels
of members of the uniformed services and
the compensation levels of private sector
workers; and

Whereas in almost every year of the past 2
decades, members of the uniformed services
and civilian employees of the United States
have received equal adjustments in com-
pensation: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That it is the sense
of Congress that there should continue to be
parity between the adjustments in the com-
pensation of members of the uniformed serv-
ices and the adjustments in the compensa-
tion of civilian employees of the United
States.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join with Senators WARNER,
MIKULSKI, BINGAMAN, and KENNEDY in
introducing a resolution which would
express the sense of the Congress that
parity between Federal civilian pay
and military pay should be maintained.
A comparison of military and civilian
pay increases by the Congressional Re-
search Service finds that in 17 of these
last 20 years military and civilian pay
increases have been identical. Dis-
parate treatment of civilian and mili-
tary pay goes against longstanding pol-
icy of parity for all those who have
chosen to serve our Nation—whether
that service be in the civilian work-
force or in the armed services.

In the 106th Congress, an over-
whelming majority of the TUnited
States Senate agreed, and approved a
bipartisan pay parity amendment on
February 24, 1999 by a vote of 94 to 6
during consideration of S. 4, the Sol-
diers’, Sailors’, Airmen’s, and Marines
Bill of Rights Act. In many instances,
Federal civilian and military employ-
ees work side-by-side doing the impor-
tant work of the Nation, and the Sen-
ate has recognized that we should not
undermine the morale of these very
dedicated public servants by failing to
bring them in line with military per-
sonnel.

The rationales for an increase in
military and civilian pay are the same.
Both the armed services and the Fed-
eral civilian workforce need to address
critical retention and recruitment
problems. This year, the General Ac-
counting Office, GAO, has added
“human capital” as one of the areas of
high risk for the Federal government.
A wave of potential retirements threat-
en institutional experience and knowl-
edge at every level. An estimated 53
percent of the Federal workforce will
be eligible to retire by 2004. By that
same time, approximately 60 percent of
the Senior Executive Service, our top
civilian managers, will be eligible for
retirement.

These vacancies will occur in an era
in which those entering the workforce
are less likely to join public service. As
the GAO has noted, the ‘“‘Federal gov-
ernment has often acted as if its people
were costs to be cut rather than assets
to be valued.” Congress has contin-
ually asked Federal employees to make
significant sacrifices for the sake of
our Nation’s fiscal health. FEPCA, leg-
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islation passed in 1990 to bring the pay
of Federal employees in line with that
offered in the private sector, has never
been fully implemented. Between 1993
and 1999, the executive branch has cut
17 percent of its workforce, totaling
377,000 full time positions. In 1996, Fed-
eral employees were forced to make
higher contributions to their retire-
ment plans in order to help pay down
the national debt. But through it all,
Federal employees have continued to
provide high quality service to the
American public, usually with fewer re-
sources and personnel.

One way to ensure the Federal gov-
ernment is able to attract and retain
qualified public servants is to ensure
parity between civil service employees
and members of the armed forces. I
urge my colleagues to join me in sup-
port of this important resolution.

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 18—RECOGNIZING THE
ACHIEVEMENTS AND CONTRIBU-
TIONS OF THE PEACE CORPS
OVER THE PAST 40 YEARS, AND
FOR OTHER PURPOSES

Mr. DODD (for himself and Mr.
CHAFEE) submitted the following con-
current resolution; which was referred
to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions.

S. CoN. RES. 18

Whereas the Peace Corps has become a
powerful symbol of the commitment of the
United States to encourage progress, create
opportunity, and expand development at the
grassroots level in the developing world;

Whereas more than 162,000 Americans have
served as Peace Corps volunteers in 134 coun-
tries in Africa, Asia and the Pacific, Central
Asia, Eastern and Central Europe, and Cen-
tral and South America since 1961;

Whereas Peace Corps volunteers have made
significant and lasting contributions around
the world in agriculture, business, education,
health, and the environment, and have im-
proved the lives of individuals and commu-
nities around the world;

Whereas Peace Corps volunteers have
strengthened the ties of friendship and un-
derstanding between the people of the United
States and those of other countries;

Whereas Peace Corps volunteers, enriched
by their experiences overseas, have brought
their communities throughout the United
States a deeper understanding of other cul-
tures and traditions, thereby bringing a do-
mestic dividend to the United States;

Whereas Peace Corps volunteers embody
and represent many of the most enduring
values of the United States, such as a spirit
of service, a commitment to helping others,
and a call for friendship among nations;

Whereas the Peace Corps continues to re-
ceive broad, bipartisan support in Congress
and from the American people; and

Whereas March 1, 2001, will mark the 40th
anniversary of the founding of the Peace
Corps: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That—

(1) the achievements and contributions of
the Peace Corps over the past 40 years be
celebrated;

(2) the dedication and sacrifice of Peace
Corps volunteers, past and present, be recog-
nized and their continued contributions be
acknowledged not only for their service in
other countries but also in their own com-
munities; and

February 27, 2001

(3) the President is requested to honor
Peace Corps volunteers and reaffirm the
commitment of the United States to inter-
national peace and understanding.

SEC. 2. The Secretary of the Senate shall
transmit a copy of this concurrent resolu-
tion to the President.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce a resolution cele-
brating the 40th anniversary of the
founding of the Peace Corps. Many of
my colleagues know of my history as a
Peace Corps volunteer in the Domini-
can Republic, and the great impact
that that experience had on me. Serv-
ing outside of the United States and
seeing the shortcomings of other na-
tions, I grew to appreciate this nation
more and more, and developed a strong
sense of what it means to be an Amer-
ican. And, I was proud to share my ex-
periences as a United States citizen
with the people I was sent to help. At
the end of the day, the smiling faces of
the people in the community in which
I was stationed made all my hard work
worthwhile.

My experience as a Peace Corps vol-
unteer was almost 33 years ago, when
the Peace Corps was still a relatively
new organization. But, under the lead-
ership of such distinguished directors
as Sargent Shriver, Loret Ruppe, Paul
Coverdell, Mark Schneider, and all the
other directors in the Peace Corps his-
tory, the organization has grown and
grown. I am proud to stand here today
and report that from its humble begin-
nings as a method for Americans to
share their expertise and assistance
with other nations, the Peace Corps
has grown into an organization that
sends more than 7,000 volunteers to 76
different countries a year.

These volunteers are really the heart
and soul of the Peace Corps. They are
the ones at the front lines, working
hard and making individual connec-
tions with the citizens of the countries
in which they work. Since 1961, Peace
Corps volunteers have brought a
wealth of practical assistance to com-
munities in Africa, Latin America,
Asia, the Middle East, Eastern Europe,
and the Pacific. They have worked at
such disparate tasks as halting the
spread of AIDS, advising small business
owners, protecting the environment,
educating students, and increasing
farm yields. Volunteers have played a
vital role in short-term disaster relief
and humanitarian efforts. In the face of
many personal and physical challenges,
Peace Corps volunteers offer their in-
genuity and an approach to problem
solving that is both optimistic and
pragmatic. Above all, the Peace Corps
enduring success is rooted in volun-
teer’s commitment to leave behind
skills that allow people to take charge
of their own futures.

Peace Corps volunteers also make a
difference at home by continuing their
community service and strengthening
Americans’ appreciation of other cul-
tures. By visiting classrooms, working
with community groups, and speaking
with friends and family members, vol-
unteers help others learn more about
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the world in which we live and help
build a legacy of service for the next
generation.

Today, the Peace Corps continues to
strengthen existing programs and ex-
pand its activities around the world,
including new programs in Mozam-
bique, Bangladesh, and Georgia. The
Peace Corps also plans to graduate
from several countries where volun-
teers have made significant progress
during a critical period of trans-
formation, including Poland, the Slo-
vak Republic, Estonia, Latvia, and
Lithuania.

Current volunteers are somewhat dif-
ferent than the volunteers of the early
years when I was a volunteer. The av-
erage age has risen from 22 to 28, the
percentage of women has increased
from 35 to 60, the number of volunteers
with graduate degrees is growing, and
today’s volunteers represent the most
ethnically diverse group so far. How-
ever, today’s volunteers share a char-
acteristic with their predecessors that
is a cornerstone of Peace Corps serv-
ice—a commitment to the spirit of vol-
unteerism and service that President
Kennedy first envisioned 40 years ago.

Today, on Peace Corps Day, thou-
sands of returned volunteers will cele-
brate by sharing the knowledge and in-
sights gained from their overseas expe-
riences with school groups and local
communities throughout the TUnited
States. A series of activities are also
planned in the Peace Corps countries,
where volunteers and their host coun-
try colleagues will celebrate their ac-
complishments and the universal goals
of partnership and goodwill.

I hope that my colleagues will join
me in supporting this resolution cele-
brating the Peace Corps and its world-
wide network on the 40th anniversary
of the Peace Corps, and in honoring
Peace Corps volunteers, past and
present, for their four decades of serv-
ice to the world.

———

NOTICES OF HEARINGS

COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
wish to announce that the Committee
on Rules and Administration will meet
at 9:30 a.m., Wednesday, February 28,
2001, in Room SR-301 Russell Senate
Office Building, to conduct its organi-
zational meeting for the 107th Con-
gress.

For further information concerning
this meeting, please contact Tam Som-
erville at the committee on 4-6352.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I would
like to announce for the information of
the Senate and the public that the Per-
manent Subcommittee on Investiga-
tions of the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs will hold hearings enti-
tled ‘“The Role of U.S. Correspondent
Banking In International Money Laun-
dering.” The upcoming hearings will
focus on correspondent banking as a
vehicle for money laundering; the role
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of offshore banks in international
money laundering; and the efforts of fi-
nancial entities, federal regulators, and
law enforcement to limit money laun-
dering activities within the United
States.

The hearings will take place on
Thursday, March 1; Friday, March 2;
and Tuesday, March 6, 2001, at 9:30 a.m.
each day, in room 342 of the Dirksen
Senate office Building. For further in-
formation, please contact Linda
Gustitus of the subcommittee’s minor-
ity staff at 224-9505.

———

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO
MEET

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Armed Services be author-
ized to meet during the session of the
Senate on Tuesday, February 27, 2001,
at 9:30 a.m., in open session to consider
the nomination of Paul D. Wolfowitz to
be the Deputy Secretary of Defense.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Finance be authorized to
meet during the session of the Senate
on Tuesday, February 27, 2001, to hear

testimony regarding Trade
Globalization and American Trade
Policies.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs be au-
thorized to meet on Tuesday, February
27, 2001 at 10:30 am for a hearing to con-
sider the nomination of Sean O’Keefe
to be Deputy Director of the Office of
Management and Budget.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized
to meet to conduct a markup on Tues-
day, February 27, 2001 at 2:30 p.m. The
markup will take place in Dirksen
Room 226.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
SUBCOMMITTEE ON SUPERFUND, WASTE CONTROL

AND RISK ASSESSMENT

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President. I ask
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Superfund, Waste Con-
trol and Risk Assessment be authorized
to meet on Tuesday, February 27, 2001
at 10:15 am on S. 350, the Brownfields
Revitalization and Environmental Res-
toration Act of 2001.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

————
PRIVILEGES OF THE FLOOR

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that a fellow in my of-
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fice, Mr. Michael Yudin, be granted the
privilege of the floor for the duration
of my statement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. McCCAIN. Mr. President. I ask
unanimous consent that a legislative
fellow, Navy Lieutenant Commander
Dell Bull, be granted floor privileges
during consideration to amend the De-
fense Base Closure and Realignment
Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———————

JOINT SESSION OF THE TWO
HOUSES TO HEAR AN ADDRESS
BY THE PRESIDENT OF THE
UNITED STATES

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the President of
the Senate be authorized to appoint a
committee on the part of the Senate to
join with a like committee on the part
of the House of Representatives to es-
cort the President of the United States
into the House Chamber for a joint ses-
sion to be held at 9 p.m. this evening,
Tuesday, February 27, 2001.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

——
AUTHORIZING TESTIMONY AND
LEGAL REPRESENTATION IN

STATE OF IDAHO V. FREDRICK
LEROY LEAS, SR.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the Senate now
proceed to immediate consideration of
Senate Resolution 28, submitted earlier
by Senator LOTT and Senator DASCHLE.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the resolution by
title.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A resolution (S. Res. 280) to authorize
testimony and legal representation in
State of Idaho v. Fredrick Leroy Leas,
Sr.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the resolution be
agreed to, the preamble be agreed to,
the motion to reconsider be laid upon
the table, and the statement of expla-
nation appear at this point in the
RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The resolution (S. Res. 28) was agreed
to.

The preamble was agreed to.

(The resolution with its preamble is

located in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Submitted Resolu-
tions.”)

————

ORDERS FOR WEDNESDAY,
FEBRUARY 28, 2001

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the joint
session is completed this evening, the
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Senate then automatically adjourn
until the hour of 10 a.m. on Wednesday,
February 28. I further ask consent that
on Wednesday, immediately following
the prayer, the Journal or proceedings
be approved to date, the morning hour
be deemed expired, and the time for the
two leaders be reserved for their use
later in the day, and the Senate then
begin a period of morning business
until 1 p.m. with Senators speaking for
up to 10 minutes each, with the fol-
lowing exceptions: Senator DURBIN, or
his designee, from 11 o’clock until 12
o’clock; Senator THOMAS, or his des-
ignee, from 12 o’clock to 1 o’clock; fur-
ther, that if leader time is used during
controlled time, the controlled time be
extended accordingly.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

PROGRAM

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, for the
information of all Senators, tomorrow
morning the Senate will be in a period
of morning business. Following morn-
ing business, the Senate may consider
the bankruptcy legislation or any
nominations that are available. Mem-
bers will be notified as any votes are
scheduled. As a reminder, all Senators
are asked to be in the Senate Chamber
this evening at 8:30 in order to proceed
at 8:40 to the House of Representatives
for the President’s address.

———

RECESS

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, if there
is no further business to come before
the Senate, I now ask unanimous con-
sent the Senate stand in recess until
8:30 this evening.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 4:32 p.m., recessed until 8:30 p.m.;
whereupon, Senate reassembled at 8:34
p.m., when called to order by the Vice
President (DICK CHENEY).

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ENzI). The Senator from Wyoming is
recognized.

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———

JOINT SESSION OF THE TWO
HOUSES—ADDRESS BY THE
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES (H. DOC. 107-1)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will proceed to the Hall of the
House of Representatives to hear the
address by the President of the United
States.

Thereupon, the Senate, preceded by
the Sergeant at Arms, James W.
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Ziglar, the Secretary of the Senate,
Gary Sisco, and the Vice President of
the United States, DICK CHENEY, pro-
ceeded to the hall of the House of Rep-
resentatives to hear the address by the
President of the United States, George
W. Bush.

(The address delivered by the Presi-
dent of the United States to the joint
session of the two Houses of Congress
appears in the proceedings of the House
of Representatives in today’s RECORD.)

——————

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL TOMORROW
AT 10 A.M.

At the conclusion of the joint session
of the two Houses, and in accordance
with the order previously entered into,
at 10:06 p.m., the Senate adjourned
until Wednesday, February 28, 2001, at
10 a.m.

———

NOMINATIONS
Executive nominations received by
the Senate February 27, 2001:

IN THE COAST GUARD

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT
IN THE UNITED STATES COAST GUARD TO THE GRADE IN-
DICATED UNDER TITLE 14, U.S.C., SECTION 271:

To be rear admiral (lower half)

CAPT. HARVEY E. JOHNSON, JR., 0000
CAPT. SALLY BRICE-O'HARA, 0000

IN THE AIR FORCE

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT
IN THE RESERVE OF THE AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDI-
CATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203:

To be major general

BRIG. GEN. JAMES D. BANKERS, 0000
BRIG. GEN. MARVIN J. BARRY, 0000

BRIG. GEN. JOHN D. DORRIS, 0000

BRIG. GEN. PATRICK J. GALLAGHER, 0000
BRIG. GEN. RONALD M. SEGA, 0000

To be brigadier general

COL. FRED F. CASTLE JR., 0000
COL. THOMAS A. DYCHES, 0000
COL. JOHN H. GRUESER, 0000

COL. BRUCE E. HAWLEY, 0000
COL. CHRISTOPHER M. JONIEC, 0000
COL. WILLIAM P. KANE, 0000

COL. MICHAEL K. LYNCH, 0000
COL. CARLOS E. MARTINEZ, 0000
COL. CHARLES W. NEELEY, 0000
COL. MARK A. PILLAR, 0000

COL. WILLIAM M. RAJCZAK, 0000
COL. THOMAS M. STOGSDILL, 0000
COL. DALE TIMOTHY WHITE, 0000
COL. FLOYD C. WILLIAMS, 0000

IN THE ARMY

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT
IN THE RESERVE OF THE ARMY TO THE GRADE INDI-
CATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203:

To be brigadier general

COL. ROBERT M. CARROTHERS, 0000

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT
IN THE RESERVE OF THE ARMY TO THE GRADE INDI-
CATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203:

To be major general

BRIG. GEN. ROBERT M. DIAMOND, 0000

THE FOLLOWING ARMY NATIONAL GUARD OF THE
UNITED STATES OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT IN THE RE-
SERVE OF THE ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203:

To be major general
BRIG. GEN. EUGENE P. KLYNOOT, 0000
IN THE MARINE CORPS

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT
IN THE UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS TO THE GRADE
INDICATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624:

To be major general

BRIG. GEN. JAMES F. AMOS, 0000

BRIG. GEN. JOHN G. CASTELLAW, 0000
BRIG. GEN. TIMOTHY E. DONOVAN, 0000
BRIG. GEN. ROBERT M. FLANAGAN, 0000
BRIG. GEN. JAMES N. MATTIS, 0000
BRIG. GEN. GORDON C. NASH, 0000
BRIG. GEN. ROBERT M. SHEA, 0000
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BRIG. GEN. FRANCES C. WILSON, 0000
IN THE NAVY

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVAL RESERVE TO THE GRADE
INDICATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203:

To be rear admiral (lower half)

CAPT. MICHAEL S. BAKER, 0000
CAPT. LEWIS S. LIBBY III, 0000
CAPT. CHARLES A. WILLIAMS, 0000

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY TO THE GRADE INDICATED
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624:

To be rear admiral (lower half)

CAPT. ROBERT E. COWLEY III, 0000
CAPT. ROBERT D. HUFSTADER, JR., 0000
CAPT. NANCY LESCAVAGE, 0000

CAPT. ALAN S. THOMPSON, 0000

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR PROMOTION IN
THE NAVAL RESERVE OF THE UNITED STATES TO THE
GRADE INDICATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203:

To be rear admiral (lower half)

CAPT. JAMES E. BEEBE, 0000
CAPT. HUGO G. BLACKWOOD, 0000
CAPT. DANIEL S. MASTAGNTI, 0000
CAPT. PAUL V. SHEBALIN, 0000
CAPT. JOHN M. STEWART, JR., 0000

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVAL RESERVE TO THE GRADE
INDICATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203:

To be rear admiral

REAR ADM. (LH) KENNETH C. BELISLE, 0000
REAR ADM. (LH) MARK R. FEICHTINGER, 0000
REAR ADM. (LH) JOHN A. JACKSON, 0000
REAR ADM. (LH) JOHN P. MCLAUGHLIN, 0000
REAR ADM. (LH) JAMES B. PLEHAL, 0000
REAR ADM. (LH) JOE S. THOMPSON, 0000

IN THE ARMY

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY
AND FOR REGULAR APPOINTMENT (IDENTIFIED BY AN
ASTERISK (*)) UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 531 AND
624:

To be major
*BRIAN J. STERNER, 0000

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE RESERVE OF THE
ARMY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203:

To be colonel

WILLIAM N.C. CULBERTSON, 0000
DONALD R. FORDEN, 0000
ROBERT S. MORTENSON, JR., 0000

IN THE AIR FORCE

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT
TO THE GRADES INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES AIR
FORCE UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624:

To be lieutenant colonel

LAUREN N. JOHNSON-NAUMANN, 0000
ALAN K. LEWIS, 0000

TERESA A. TOWNE, 0000

JEFFREY W. WATSON, 0000

To be major
ERVIN LOCKLEAR, 0000

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR REGULAR AP-
POINTMENT IN THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE UNDER
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 531:

To be lieutenant colonel

EDWARD J. FALESKI, 0000
TYRONE R. STEPHENS, 0000

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT
AS DIRECTOR OF ADMISSIONS, UNITED STATES AIR
FORCE ACADEMY, UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION
9333(C).

To be colonel
WILLIAM D. CARPENTER, 0000

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR A REGULAR
APPOINTMENT IN THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED
STATES AIR FORCE UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 2114.

To be captain

ANTOIN M. ALEXANDER, 0000
SPRING R. ANDERSON, 0000
LEE S. ASTLE, 0000

SCOTT J. BARNACLE, 0000
BRADLEY J. BOETIG, 0000
TERESA A. BONZANTI, 0000
CHRISTINE L. CAMPBELL, 0000
BRETT D. COONS, 0000

AMY A. COSTELLO, 0000

ERIC P. CRITCHLEY, 0000
STEVEN W. DAVIS, 0000
TIMOTHY J. DUNCAN, 0000
HERMAN R. ELLEMBERGER, 0000
ROBERT L. EMERY, 0000
JASON H. EVES, 0000
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SHANNON D. FABER, 0000
ERIC M. FLAKE, 0000

STUART R. GROSS, 0000
AUDREY M. HALL, 0000
EVELYN M. HARDER, 0000
STEPHANIE K. HORNE, 0000
DAVID T. HSIEH, 0000

DAVID L. HUANG, 0000

TINA R. KINSLEY, 0000
MICHAEL J. KOZNARSKY, 0000
JIMMY J. LAU, 0000
CHRISTOPHER T. LEBRUN, 0000
KI LEE, 0000

JULIA C. MASTERS, 0000
STEPHEN C. MATURO, 0000
EDWARD L. MAZUCHOWSKI II, 0000
PETER G. MICHAELSON, 0000
JEFREY W. MOLLOY, 0000
ANTHONY J. MONTEGUT, 0000
JOSHUA C. MORGANSTEIN, 0000
PATRICIA A. PANKEY, 0000
TIMOTHY M. PHILLIPS, 0000
ERICA D. RADDEN, 0000
MICHAEL T. SHOEMAKER, 0000
MEGAN M. SHUTTS, 0000
LEANNE C. SIENKO, 0000
KAMAL D. SINGH, 0000
SHAYNE C. STOKES, 0000
JAMES E. STORMO, 0000
JEFFREY P. TAN, 0000
DOUGLAS W. WHITE, 0000
KEVIN M. WHITE, 0000

TORY W. WOODARD, 0000

THE FOLLOWING NAMED AIR NATIONAL GUARD OF THE
UNITED STATES OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT TO THE
GRADE INDICATED IN THE RESERVE OF THE AIR FORCE
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 12203 AND 12212:

To be colonel

PHILIP M. ABSHERE, 0000
JOHN T. ADKISSON, 0000
PATRICK D. AIELLO, 0000
JEFFREY R. ALLEN, 0000
BRADLEY J. APPLEGATE, 0000
WESLEY A. BEAM, JR., 0000
JOHN N. BELLINGER, JR., 0000
JOHN D. BLEDSOE, JR., 0000
THOMAS M. BOTCHIE, 0000
PAUL D. BROWN, JR., 0000
STANLEY E. CLARKE III, 0000
WILLIAM T. CLAYTON, 0000
FRED D. COVINGTON, JR., 0000
JOHN R. DALLAS, JR., 0000
VINCENT P. DANG, 0000
ROBERT S. DEMPSTER, 0000
SHARON S. DIEFFENDERFER, 0000
DOROTHY J. DONNELLY, 0000
GARY L. EBBEN, 0000
RICHARD G. ELLIOTT, 0000
DARLENE S. FALINSKI, 0000
SHERRIE L. FOWLKES, 0000
MICHAEL W. FRANK, 0000
TONY HART, 0000

DONALD D. HARVEL, 0000
THOMAS G. HEATH, 0000
JAMES B. HINSON, 0000
CYNTHIA T. ISLIN, 0000

JOHN P. JANSON, 0000
KENNETH M. JEFFERSON, 0000
MICHAEL A. JEFFERSON, 0000
FRED R. JOHNSON, 0000
RICHARD C. JULIAN, 0000
ADAM D. KING, 0000

MARTIN G. KLEIN, 0000
TERRY L. LAWSON, 0000
GARY K. LEBARON, 0000
LONNIE J. LEE, 0000

EDWARD C. LEWIS, 0000
HENRY A. LITZ, 0000

JAMES E. MAKOWSKE, 0000
MICHAEL T. MC COLLUM, 0000
DONALD L. MC CORMACK, 0000
JAMES M. MC CORMACK, 0000
GEORGE R. MC CURDY III, 0000
PATRICK M. MEAGHER, 0000
DAVID J. MELLISH, 0000
JOHN W. MERRITT, 0000
MICHAEL D. MILLER, 0000
MARSA L. MITCHELL, 0000
PATRICK J. MOISIO, 0000
MICHAEL S. MOORE, 0000
JOHN M. MOTLEY, JR., 0000
CHARLES L. MYERS, 0000
CARL NAGEL IIT, 0000
BARRON V. NESSELRODE, 0000
COLIS NEWBLE, JR., 0000
RUDOLPH NUDO, JR., 0000
DEAN W. OSWALD, 0000
MICHAEL L. PEPLINSKI, 0000
CHERYL A. PRISLAND, 0000
ESTHER A. RADA, 0000

DON E. REYNOLDS, 0000
WILLIAM P. ROBERTSON, 0000
SAMUEL H. SCHURIG, 0000
DAVID G. SEAMAN, 0000
MARK F. SEARS, 0000
FRANKLIN H. SHARPE, 0000
JEFFREY A. SHELLEY, 0000
RICHARD W. SLOAN, 0000
STEVEN T. SNIPES, 0000
MARK L. STEPHENS, 0000
ROY E. UPTEGRAFF III, 0000
JACKIE W. VAUGHN, 0000
WAYNE P. WAKEMAN, 0000
STEPHANIE K. WALSH, 0000
ARTHUR N. WERTS, 0000

TONY L. WEST, 0000

PAUL H. WIETLISBACH, 0000
JOHN M. WILLIAMS, 0000
AARON K. WILSON, 0000
ROBERT P. WRIGHT, 0000

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE RESERVE OF THE AIR
FORCE UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203:

To be colonel

WILLIAM R. ACKER, 0000
BRADLEY S. ADAMS, 0000
FREDERICK L. ALLEY, 0000
DARRELL ANDERSON, 0000
MARK W. ARMSTRONG, 0000
MARK A. ARNOLD, 0000
JAMES J. BALDI, 0000
RANDALL R. BARRETT, 0000
ROBERT B. BARTLETT, 0000
GARY E. BEEBE, 0000
CHRISTIN R. BELKOWSKI, 0000
DEBORAH L. BELL, 0000
GEORGE N.J. BENTLEY, 0000
ELAINE BETSCH, 0000
ROBERT I. BLAND, 0000
BETTY A. BOWEN, 0000
RICHARD K.J. BOWERS, 0000
MARTI H. BREIDENSTEIN, 0000
HENRY D. BRINKMAN, 0000
RICHARD J. BROOKS, 0000
RICHARD H. BROWN, 0000
BRAD O. BUCHANAN, 0000
JAMES W. BUCK, 0000
KATHRYN CACIC, 0000
CHESTER CAMP, 0000

OLIN T. CARPENTER, 0000
KARL A. CHIMIAK, 0000
BETTY L. CHRISTIANSEN, 0000
WILLIAM G. CLAPP, 0000
JEAN M. CLIFFORD, 0000
WILLIAM W. COLLIER, 0000
RONNIE D. COMPTON, 0000
THOMAS R. COON, 0000
MARGARET A. COPE, 0000
STEVEN L. CORNELIUS, 0000
DAVID B. COX, 0000

VANCE 8. COX, 0000

GRAY K. COYNER, 0000
JOSEPH R. CRITES, 0000
HOWARD S. CUNNINGHAM, 0000
THOMAS A. CURRAN, 0000
JOHN CZABARANEK, 0000
DAVID M. DECKMAN, 0000
ROBERT DECUBELLIS, 0000
ALBERT J. DTIAMOND, 0000
CHRISTOPHER R. DIXON, 0000
MAXIMO G. DLAROTTA, 0000
PETER DOBY, 0000

JOHN M. DUNPHY, JR., 0000
LAURIE S. ELIASSON, 0000
DAVID W. ENGEL, 0000
ABRAHAM A. ENGELBERG, 0000
HARRY F. FARMER, JR., 0000
NORMAN A. FRESE, 0000
STANLEY G. FULLER, 0000
STEVEN R. FUSCHER, 0000
KARL M. GAUBY, 0000
ROBERT L. GEIGER, 0000
STEVEN J. GELFAND, 0000
GLENN D. GTANINTI, 0000
DONALD E. GILLAM, 0000
GARY M. GILLESPIE, 0000
BRENDA J. GOODMAN, 0000
JACK W. GRADY, 0000

JOHN C. GRAY, 0000
VARENE T. GUMMERSALL, 0000
VIRGINIA W. HADDAD, 0000
LINDA W. HAINES, 0000
DAVID C. HALL, 0000
JUDITHE A. HANOVER, 0000
FRANCIS W. HARKINS, JR., 0000
DAVID R. HAULMAN, 0000
EMIL M. HAUSER, 0000
TERRELL K. HEBERT, 0000
STUART S. HELLER, 0000
TIMOTHY HIGGINS, 0000
JOHN C. HILDEBRAND, JR., 0000
DENNIS E. HINK, 0000
ROBERT C. HINOTE, 0000
WILLIAM J. HOAK III, 0000

E. DAVID HOARD, 0000
JAMES F. HOELSCHER, 0000
JAMES R. HOGUE, 0000
DEBORAH J. INMAN, 0000
WALFRED R. JOHNSON, 0000
JAMES P. JOYCE, 0000

JOHN C. KELLY, 0000
RICHARD L. KEMPTON, 0000
RANDALL C. KIES, 0000
STANLEY D. KING, 0000
CHARLES C. KIRK, 0000
STEVEN A. KLEIN, 0000
MICHAEL E. KNIGHT, 0000
THOMAS F. KOESTER, III 0000
MICHAEL D. KOHN, 0000
SUSAN M. KONCZAL, 0000
RICHARD A. KRAEMER, 0000
DAVID L. KRAMER, 0000
KEVIN J. KUHN, 0000

MARK A. KYLE, 0000

GLENN J. LARSEN, 0000
DONALD C. LATSON, 0000
TERRY L. LAWRENSON, 0000
ERNEST J. LEROY, 0000
JAMES N. LEWIS, JR., 0000
NORMAN E. LINDSEY, 0000
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JORGE L. LLAMBES, 0000
PAULA J. LOOMIS, 0000
CHERYL A. MACH, 0000
THOMAS M. MAHONEY, 0000
BOHDAN A. MAKAREWYCZ, 0000
ANTHONY D. MARTIN, 0000
GLENN M. MARTIN, 0000
JOSEPH W. MASON, 0000
WILLIAM B. MATTA, 0000
DONALD K. MATTHEWS, 0000
CRAIG W. MC COLLUM, 0000
KAREN MC COY, 0000

ROBERT S. MC CREA, 0000
STEPHEN W. MERRILL, 0000
GREGORY L. MICHAEL, 0000
JERRY D. MILES, 0000

SUSAN L. MILOVICH, 0000
TIMOTHY H. MINER, 0000
EDWARD I. MISKER, 0000
DIANA M. MURAWSKY, 0000
DONALD W. NEAL, JR., 0000
BRUCE L. NELSON, 0000

JOHN R. NUNNALLY, JR., 0000
ELTON J. OGG, 0000

JANET M. O. PALANCA, 0000
GLENN W. PASSAVANT, 0000
JOHN W. PATTON III, 0000

KIM J. PETERSON, 0000

JOHN A. PHELPS, 0000
GREGORY A. PHILLIPS, 0000
RICHARD A. PLEZIA, 0000
PHILIP D. POLAND, 0000
LAWRENCE J. POLKABLA, 0000
HOUSTON H. POLSON, 0000
DAVID S. POST, 0000

AHART W. POWERS, JR., 0000
BOBBY F. PRAYTOR, 0000
ROBERT W. RAMSEY III, 0000
KEVIN L. REINERT, 0000
ROBERT L. RENNER, 0000
MAZHAR RISHI, 0000

RALPH W. RISSMILLER, JR., 0000
DENNIS J. ROBERTON, 0000
RICHARD O. ROBERTS, JR., 0000
JEFFERY A. ROBERTSON, 0000
SCOTT R. ROBIRDS, 0000
SHARYN ANN ROETTGER, 0000
JOHN P. RUSSELL, JR., 0000
DEREK P. RYDHOLM, 0000
PATRICK J. SANJENIS, 0000
DALE W. SANTEE, 0000
GLENN S. SCADDEN, 0000
TIMOTHY A. SCHMIDT, 0000
ROBERT G. SCHULTZ, 0000
NELLIE N. SCOTT, 0000
DEBRA A. SCULLARY, 0000
EDWARD H. SEELIGER, JR., 0000
HARVEY T. SEKIMOTO, 0000
PAMELA A. SEXTON, 0000
GARY W. SHANNON, 0000
RICHARD A. SHOOK, JR., 0000
RENATA T. SIERZEGA, 0000
WILLIAM F. SIMPSON, 0000
FLORENCIO SINGSON, 0000
KATHLEEN D. SMITH, 0000
ROBERT F. STAMPS, 0000
ROBERT A. STENEVIK, 0000
CHRISTOPHER C. STEVENS, 0000
WILLIAM J. STEVENS II, 0000
JAMES N. STEWART, 0000
DAVID L. STOUTAMIRE, 0000
MARTHA A. STOWE, 0000
STEPHEN D. STRINGHAM, 0000
TIMOTHY S. STRONGIN, 0000
JOAN SULLIVAN, 0000
ROBERT R. SWAIN, JR., 0000
CONSTANCE O. TAYLOR, 0000
TONI L. TENGELSEN, 0000
CRAIG R. THOMAS, 0000
STEPHEN W. THOMAS, 0000
HOWARD N. THOMPSON, 0000
SAMUEL G. TOTA, 0000
THEODORE L. TRUEX, 0000
CHRISTINE M. TURNER, 0000
PATRICIA L. VANDENBROEKE, 0000
ROBERT G. VITOLO, 0000
LINDA S. WADDELL, 0000
KAREN S. WAGENHALS, 0000
PATRICIA B. WALEGIR, 0000
JAMES L. WALRAVEN, 0000
RUTH M. W. WARREN, 0000
WILLIAM T. WATKINS, 0000
DENNIS D. WEAVER, 0000
JOSEPH G. WEBSTER, 0000
ROBERT G. WEST, 0000
DANIEL P. WHALEN, 0000
PAUL W. WHALEY, 0000
GREGORY B. WHITE, 0000
MICHAEL N. WILSON, 0000
JANICE M. WINKLEPLECK, 0000
JOHN T. WINTERS, JR., 0000
ARTHUR P. ZAPOLSKI, 0000
CHRISTINA M. K. ZIENO, 0000

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT
TO THE GRADES INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES AIR
FORCE AND FOR REGULAR APPOINTMENT (IDENTIFIED
BY AN ASTERISK(*)) UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 624
AND 531:

To be colonel

ROBERT C. ALLEN, 0000
MICHAEL J. ATWOOD, 0000
DOUGLAS E. BEAKES, 0000
ALAN B. BERG, 0000
DANIEL K. BERRY, 0000
ERIC J. BRENDLINGER, 0000
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ROBERT R. BURNETT, 0000
JAY A. CLEMENS, 0000

*JAMES E. COX, JR., 0000
DOMINIC A. DEFRANCIS, 0000
RAYMOND S. DOUGHERTY, 0000
*THOMAS M. DYKES, 0000
RUSSELL W. EGGERT, 0000
CARLOS ESQUIVEL, 0000
KAREN A. FOX, 0000

MELISSA H. FRIES, 0000

JOHN W. FUCHS, 0000
RUSSELL G. GELORMINTI, 0000
DAVID A. GONZALES, 0000
THOMAS W. GRACE, JR., 0000
STEVEN D. GULBRANSON, 0000
STEPHEN R. HOLT, 0000
*JAMES E. HOUGAS, JR., 0000
LEO D. HURLEY, 0000
TERENCE A. IMBERY, 0000
*VIRGIL S. JEFFERSON, 0000
DAVID M. JENKINS, 0000
TIMOTHY T. JEX, 0000

ROBERT JOHNSON, 0000
DENNIS W. KELLY, JR., 0000
JAMES R. KNOWLES, 0000
*EVERETTE D. LAFON, 0000
JAMES S. LINDEMUTH, 0000
FRANK J. LORUSSO, 0000

JEFF R. MACPHERSON, 0000
*THOMAS J. MCLAUGHLIN, 0000
CHRISTOPHER C. MEDLEY, 0000
THEODORE A. MICKLE, JR., 0000
*JOHN P. MITCHELL, 0000
PAUL F. MONTANY, 0000
*VERBA A. MOORE, 0000

KENT R. MURPHY, 0000

PETER C. MUSKAT, 0000
JAMES S. NEVILLE, 0000
KEITH J. ODEGARD, 0000

REED G. PANOS, 0000

BRIAN B. PARSA, 0000

PAUL A. PHILLIPS, 0000

MARK S. RASCH, 0000

*MARK K. REED, 0000
TIMOTHY G. SANDERS, 0000
MICHAEL G. SCHAFFRINNA, 0000
DONALD C. SEDBERRY, 0000
KIMBERLY A. SLAWINSKI, 0000
RANDALL W. SMART, 0000
JOHN J. TAPPEL, 0000
WALTER L. THOMAS, 0000
DALE R. TIDABACK, 0000
ANDREW TONG, 0000

*JOHN R. TORRENT, 0000
JULIA H. TOWNSEND, 0000
*RICHARD J. TUBB, 0000
*ROBERT C. VANDERGRAAF, 0000
KRAIG S. VANDEWALLE, 0000
ROBERT P. VOGT, 0000
DOUGLAS C. WARREN, 0000
LON J. WARREN, 0000

To be lieutenant colonel

BRIAN D. AFFLECK, 0000
DALE R. AGNER, 0000

MARK K. ARNESS, 0000
*CHAD J. AULTMAN, 0000
*ERIKA V. BARGER, 0000
*MICHAEL T. BASHFORD, 0000
*DAVID M. BENDER, 0000
GARY E. BENEDETTI, 0000
JAMES R. BENNION, 0000
*ROBERT T. BENTS, 0000
*BRIAN E. BERGERON, 0000
*JOHN J. BOMALASKI, 0000
JAMES P. BONAR, 0000

JOHN P. BOUFFARD, 0000
DEBORAH K. BRADLEY, 0000
*KEITH E. BRANDT, 0000
*DIRK C. BRINGHURST, 0000
*MARK J. BRINKMAN, 0000
*ROBERT P. BUTCHER, 0000
*KEVIN J. CALLERAME, 0000
*JOHN F. CAUDILL II, 0000
*ROGER W. CHILDRESS, 0000
ANNA S. CLAYTON, 0000
*TIMOTHY PATRICK CONNALL, 0000
*LAWSON A. B. COPLEY, 0000
MICHAEL P. CURRISTON, 0000
*DOUGLAS B. CURRY, 0000
*ERNEST L. DABREO, 0000
*KEITH F. DAHLHAUSER, 0000
JEFFREY N. DAVILA, 0000
*RAJIV H. DESATI, 0000
MARK E. DIDIER, 0000
*ALDO J. DOMENICHINI, 0000
*JON M. DOSSETT, 0000
SCOTT A. DRAPER, 0000
*THOMAS J. ELTON, 0000
*BRUCE G. ENSIGN, 0000
STEVEN D. FILARDO, 0000
*DANIEL K. FLOOD, 0000
*DOUGLAS E. FORD, 0000
PAUL A. FRIEDRICHS, 0000
*LEE A. FULSAAS, 0000
*MATTHEW R. GEE, 0000
ROBERT B. GOOD, 0000
JANET T. GOODWIN, 0000
MARK D. GOODWIN, 0000
*WILLIAM K. GRAHAM, 0000
*JAY D. GRAVER, 0000
*SCOTT R. GREENING, 0000
DOUGLAS J. GRIDER, 0000
*MICHAEL D. GRINKEMEYER, 0000
*SAMUEL HAKIM, 0000
*BRIAN H. HALL, 0000
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JOHN F. HAMILTON, JR., 0000
MARY F. HART, 0000

*TIMOTHY N. HICKMAN, 0000
*BARBARA A. HILGENBERG, 0000
*THOMAS S. HOFFMAN, 0000
*EDWARD G. JOHNSON, 0000
ROBERT C. JONES, 0000
*WOODSON S. JONES, 0000
*VIKRAM S. KASHYAP, 0000
*PATRICK J. KEARNEY, 0000
BRIAN S. KENDALL, 0000
BRYAN C. KING, 0000
*TIMOTHY C. KIRKPATRICK, 0000
STEVEN L. KLYN, 0000

*JOHN O. KRAUSE, 0000

*KARL P. LACKLER, 0000
JOSEPH J. LEGAN, 0000

*JOHN T. MANSFIELD, 0000
KEITH E. MC COY, 0000
*RANDALL J. MC DANIEL, 0000
ELIZABETH L. MC DONNELL, 0000
*DAVID S. MCKENNA, 0000
*JEFFREY D. MEDLAND, 0000
GARY A. MELLICK, 0000
*MATTHEW E. MITCHELL, 0000
NICOLE N. MOORE, 0000
ANDREW M. M MORAN, 0000
*KEITH H. MORITA, 0000
*MICHAEL J. MOULTON, 0000
*MARSHALL J. MURPHY, 0000
*ROGER K. MUSE, 0000
*RANDALL H. NEAL, 0000
*RORY G. OWEN, 0000

*RAFAEL A. PAGAN, 0000
*ALLAN S. PARKE, 0000

*JOHN K. PAUL III, 0000
*WILLIAM B. PERRY, 0000
*MICHAEL E. POTH, 0000

JOHN B. REED, 0000

*ROBERT V. REINHART, JR., 0000
CRAIG R. RUDER, 0000

TOD S. RUSSELL, 0000

ROBERT A. SCHMITZ, 0000
*ANNE H. SHOLES, 0000
*MARIO A. SILVA, 0000

BRETT D. SKIDMORE, 0000
*ANDREW C. STEELE, 0000
*KEVIN T. STEPHAN, 0000
*KENTON E. STEPHENS, JR., 0000
GARY N. STOKES, 0000

ALAN B. STONE, 0000
*RICHARD W. SUMRALL, 0000
*RALPH M. SUTHERLIN, 0000
*JANINE D. TAYLOR, 0000
CHARLES S. TEDDER, 0000
*GLENN L. TERRY, 0000
*WILLIAM A. THOMAS, JR., 0000
*JORGE TOBAR, 0000

MARK Y. UYEHARA, 0000
*JAMES P. VANDECAR, 0000
*FRANCESCA VASTAFALLDORF, 0000
*ELIZABETH A. WALTER, 0000
*KEVIN T. WATKINS, 0000
DANIEL C. WEAVER, 0000
RANDON S. WELTON, 0000
*LORNA A. WESTFALL, 0000
*THOMAS C. WHITE, 0000
*JAMES A. WIMSATT III, 0000
*LOLO WONG, 0000

JOHN M. YACCINO, 0000

To be major

KENT D. ABBOTT, 0000

JAYE E. ADAMS, 0000

BRIAN K. AGAN, 0000

SENTHIL ALAGARSAMY, 0000
PER K. AMUNDSON, 0000

LOY LANE ANDERSON, 0000
MARJORIE P. ANDERSON, 0000
DINA M. ANDREOTTTI, 0000
CHARLES ARIZ, 0000

MARK E. AUGSPURGER, 0000
ANTHONY R. AVENTA, 0000
JEFFREY M. BABUSCHAK, 0000
WILLIAM R. BAEZ, 0000
WAYNE B. BAREFIELD, 0000
CHESTER P. BARTON III, 0000
JANET L. BEHRENHOFF, 0000
JOHN C. BENNETT, 0000
VICTOR D. BENTINGANAN, JR., 0000
JEFFREY M. BENZICK, 0000
JONATHAN W. BERRY, 0000
MICHAEL P. BERRY, 0000
SEAN E. BEYER, 0000

ARTHUR A. BLAIN, 0000

DAVID E. BLOCKER, 0000
TIMOTHY R. BONINE, 0000
TIMOTHY D. BONNIWELL, 0000
KENNETH J. BOOMGAARD, 0000
CHRISTOPHER J. BORCHARDT, 0000
STEVEN P. BOWERS, JR., 0000
LINDA R. BOYD, 0000
KIMBERLY R. BRADLEY, 0000
JOHN L. BRIDGES, JR., 0000
MATTHEW J. BRONK, 0000
JOSEPH V. BROWNE, 0000
KEVIN BRYAN, 0000

ANGELA M. BULLOCK, 0000
DANIEL F. BURIAN, 0000
GEOFFREY M. BURNS, 0000
DAVID S. BUSH, 0000

TODD R. CALLISTER, 0000
CHARLES L. CAMPBELL, 0000
JOHN T. CAMPBELL II, 0000
MARK E. CAMPBELL, 0000
DAMARIES CANDELARIO SOTO, 0000

CLAY D. CANNON, 0000
MICHAEL K. CAO, 0000

RENEE D. CARLSON, 0000
JAYSON C. CARR, 0000

JOHN S. CARRICK, 0000
ALESIA C. CARRIZALES, 0000
SCOTT C. CARRIZALES, 0000
MATTHEW B. CARROLL, 0000
JAMES A. CHAMBERS, 0000

LI ING CHANG, 0000

ARTEMIO C. CHAPA, 0000
MOLINDA M. CHARTRAND, 0000
THOMAS F. CHEATLE, 0000
BETTY CHEN, 0000

RAJA S. CHERUVU, 0000
WILLIE T. CHI, 0000

JOHN H. CHOE, 0000

DIXON L. CHRISTIAN, 0000
MARCUS CHRISTOPHER, 0000
VALERIE J. CLEGG, 0000
CATHERINE E. COGLEY, 0000
ROBERT V. COLEMAN, 0000
ROBERT T. COLLIER JR., 0000
EVE A. CONNOLLY, 0000
RACHEL S. CONRAD, 0000
JUNE M. COOK, 0000

LYNETTE CORBETT, 0000
JOHN J. COTTON, 0000
JACQUELINE COUNTRYMAN, 0000
MITCHELL W. COX, 0000

GLEN H. CRAWFORD, 0000
JENNIFER L. CRUISE, 0000
MARGARET A. CURRY, 0000
STEVEN J. CYR, 0000

SCOTT J. DARBY, 0000
JEFFREY T. DARDINGER, 0000
PIERRE ALAIN L. DAUBY, 0000
EDWIN P. DAVIS JR., 0000
KEENAN M. DAVIS, 0000
WILLIAM E. DECKER, 0000
JOAN N. DIXON, 0000
REYNOLD RODNEY MARK DLIMA, 0000
JOHN LEO DOLAN III, 0000
JAMES A. DOMBROWSKI, 0000
TERRANCE E. DONNAL JR., 0000
PETER G. DREWES, 0000
CASEY E. DUNCAN, 0000
DAVID T. DUNN, 0000

JULES R. DUVAL, 0000
NATHAN L. EASTMAN, 0000
DAVID F. EDWARDS, 0000
JOHN C. EGAN, 0000

SONIA S. ELLISOR, 0000
CHRISTINE R. ERDIELALENA, 0000
CHRISTOPHER A. ETTRICH, 0000
STACY N. EVANS, 0000
ANTHONY T. EVERHART, 0000
BLAIR W. FADEM, 0000
ROBERT A. FAIZON, 0000
